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June 9, 2025

Via email to wgl.wisp.deis.comments(@gmail.com
City of Westport

Attention: Tom Cappa, SEPA Responsible Official
P.O. Box 505

Westport, WA 98595

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Westport Golf Links Proposal for Westport Light State Park

Dear Mr. Cappa,

Surfrider Foundation submits the following comments raising significant concerns and
legal failures in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Westport Golf Links Proposal
for Westport Light State Park. Surfrider is strongly opposed to the proposal because of the
identified impacts the proposal would have, as well as based on the significant negative impacts
the DEIS has ignored.

The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit dedicated to the protection and enjoyment of the
world’s ocean, waves, and beaches for all people. Our network focuses on coastal issues,
including clean water, plastic pollution, beach access, climate change, and coastal resilience.
Surfrider Washington has 6 chapters in Washington: Grays Harbor, Olympia, South Sound (in
Tacoma), Seattle, Northwest Straits (Bellingham), and the Olympic Peninsula. We represent
thousands of people in the coastal recreation community across our state. On behalf of our
broader statewide membership ocean users and coastal stakeholders and our grassroots
environmental advocates, we oppose the proposed project because of the irreparable harm it will
cause to the nature and character of this special place.

I. SEPA Requires the City of Westport to Take a Hard Look at a Proposed Project’s
Environmental Impacts.

The State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”) is Washington’s core environmental policy
and review statute. Like its federal counterpart, the National Environmental Policy Act, SEPA
broadly serves two purposes: first, to ensure that government decision-makers are fully apprised
of the environmental consequences of their actions and, second, to encourage public participation



in the consideration of environmental impacts. Norway Hill Preservation and Prot. Ass’'n v. King
Co., 87 Wn.2d 267, 279 (1976).

But SEPA is more than a purely “procedural” statute that encourages informed and
politically accountable decision-making. In enacting SEPA, the state legislature gave
decision-makers the affirmative authority to condition or even deny projects where
environmental impacts are serious, cannot be mitigated, or collide with local rules or policies.
This authority, like all government authority, is not boundless: the denial of a project must be
made on the basis of policies adopted by the relevant government body in light of significant
adverse impacts that cannot be reasonably mitigated. This authority has been exercised
relatively sparingly. Indeed, in some cases, decision-makers are unaware that they even have it,
and incorrectly believe that as long as proposals comply with all applicable development codes,
then agencies have no choice but to approve the project. To the contrary, SEPA, in and of itself,
contains the authority to condition or deny environmentally harmful projects.’

In adopting SEPA, the state legislature declared the protection of the environment to be a
fundamental state priority. RCW 43.21C.010. SEPA declares that “[t]he legislature recognizes
that each person has a fundamental and inalienable right to a healthful environment and that each
person has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the
environment.” RCW 43.21C.020(3). This policy statement, stronger than a similar statement
under NEPA, “indicates the basic importance of environmental concerns to the people of the
state.” Leschi v. Highway Comm’n, 84 Wn.2d 271, 279-80 (1974). At the heart of SEPA is a
requirement to fully analyze the environmental impact of government decisions that have a
significant impact on the environment. RCW 43.21C.031(1).

Under SEPA’s governing regulations, a SEPA document must fully evaluate all of the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of projects. WAC 197-11-060(2)(c). While SEPA itself
does not define direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, NEPA does, and these definitions have
been borrowed for use in interpreting SEPA.? Indirect impacts are “caused by the action and are
later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.” 40 C.F.R.

§ 1508.8(b). Cumulative impacts include “the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such
other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7; WAC 197-11-060(4)(e)
(requiring consideration of cumulative effects in determining whether significance threshold has
been crossed); WAC 197-11-330(3)(c) (“Several marginal impacts when considered together
may result in a significant adverse impact.”). The environmental impact statement must address
“reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action, including a “no-action” alternative, WAC
197-11-440(5).

! “The Power to Say ‘No’: SEPA’s Substantive Authority and Controversial Fossil Fuel Projects,” J.
Hasselman, Environmental & Land Use Law, Env’l and Land Use Law Sec. of WSBA, Vol. 41, No. 2,
Aug. 2015.

2 See Quinault Indian Nation v. City of Hoquiam, 2013 WL 6637401 (Shorelines Hearings Board, Dec. 9,
2013) (borrowing NEPA definition of cumulative effects for SEPA analysis of crude-by-rail terminal).



SEPA mandates the agency take a hard look at the impacts of a proposal that are
reasonably foreseeable—no less, and no more. An agency “cannot close its eyes” to a project’s
negative impacts.’

I1. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at Significant Impacts of the Golf Course
Proposal.

The DEIS fails to comply with the law because it fails to take a hard look at my
significant impacts of the project. The City must amend the DEIS to address these issues in order
to comply with SEPA and before approving the project.

A. The DEIS Fails to Examine the Harm from the Proposal to Public Surfing
Access and Existing Coastal Recreation.

Currently in Washington there is very little public access to our beaches and waters.
Even more limited are the amount of proper surf breaks in our state. Our complex shoreline
bathymetry, remote areas, Tribal lands combined with strict private property rights severely
limits the amount of places that Washingtonians can surf. Westport Jetty is unarguably the most
popular of these surf breaks, with easy access to both beginner and expert level surf, within an
easy to access public park. It’s worth noting that several of our popular surf breaks exist on
Tribal lands and beaches, which public access is only granted on a limited basis. For example,
the once popular surf break at Point Grenville has been closed by the Quinault Indian Nation for
several decades.

Tens of thousands of surfers come to Westport annually, and provide a huge boon to the
local economy and culture. We fear that any development to and around the Westport Jetty
access will irreparably harm and change the nature and character of the surf break. Yet the DEIS
discounts these concerns, concluding without analysis or evidence in the record that there would
be “no diminished capacity of the... surfing... opportunities presently used by park visitors.”
DEIS at 1-37.

The DEIS makes an unsupported conclusion that the project would not harm surfing. But
the DEIS did not actually do any analysis or research to see if this is true. On the contrary,
surfers who visit the area think that an 18 hole golf links, driving range, additional paving, and a
concession stand is unacceptable development and will harm the experience of most of the
traditional users of this area. This development will not only permanently alter the nature and
character of this treasured area, this project will also harm the aesthetic experience of the
area--which is important to surfers’ use and enjoyment of the area.

3 Cheney v. City of Mountlake Terrace, 87 Wn.2d 338, 344 (1976).



Furthermore, one of the features of the Westport Jetty is a rip current that allows for easy
and safe access for surf experts to access the lineup in otherwise large and powerful waves. This
rip is fed by longshore currents that concentrate against the jetty. We are concerned that any
runoff, fertilizers, pesticides or herbicides that are administered or spilled over the long-term life
of the project will accumulate or concentrate in the rip current area, where there is the highest
concentration of recreational surfing access.

The DEIS fails to consider or analyze this issue. The DEIS should be amended to
examine the potential danger to surfers from exposure to Harmful Algal Blooms, Herbicide spills
or harmful runoff to surfers and ocean users during the life of this project.

The DEIS also leaves the following questions unanswered:

e What modifications are proposed to Jetty road to accommodate the access to the golf
course and surf shack, etc?

e What effect would this have on surfers and other beach users to park and access the
public waters of the Pacific Ocean and Half Moon Bay? Will there be temporary closures
to access during this construction period?

e Has the Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office been consulted about the
definitions and limitations to public access for spaces that their grant funding has been
used to purchase?

e s there a conservation easement already in place on the property? Will development of
the golf course violate an existing conservation easement?

e Will there be golf-ball safety nets installed at the beach or the driving range?

e What would be the expected height of a golf-ball safety net for the driving range and how
would it affect wildlife, especially birds?

e What would be the location of the driving range and how would it affect existing
sightlines and views of the water, docks and sunsets?

e What protection to the general public and wildlife would be provided for those holes
located in the area now occupied by the public access walkway between Westhaven and
Westport Light State Parks and/or other holes close to other public access? Is there a
safety concern with beach goers or path users to be hit by flying balls?



B. The DEIS Fails to Consider Negative Aesthetic and Economic Impacts to
Existing Recreation.

The DEIS concludes that there would be “no cumulative adverse impact on existing
recreation activities from the” proposal. DEIS 3.5-8. Yet this unsupported conclusion ignores
why people recreate here in the first place to enjoy the unspoiled beauty of nature. The DEIS
admits that “[r]Jemoval of existing vegetation communities and conversion to maintained turf
would have more than a moderate impact on the appearance of” Washington Light State Park.
DEIS 3.2.14-6. The DEIS uses verbal gymnastics to avoid characterizing the aesthetic impacts
of the proposal as “significant.” However, the project will cause significant aesthetic harm to
people who currently visit the park to enjoy its unspoiled beauty.

In 2014 as part of the Washington Marine Spatial Planning process, the Surfrider
Foundation conducted an ocean and coastal recreational use survey of the Washington Coast.
This “Rec Use Study” collected data on numerous non-consumptive uses by the public including
beach-going, kayaking, surfing, wildlife viewing, and camping. The full report can be found
here:

Geospatial data from this study were integrated into the Washington Marine Planning
Mapping Application, which can be accessed here: http:// www.msp.wa.gov

Coastal recreation provides significant economic and social benefits to coastal
communities and the state—these include direct expenditures, as well as social benefits such as
citizen enjoyment. In 2014, Washington residents took an estimated 4.1 million trips to the
Washington coast, with nearly 60 percent indicating their primary purpose was recreation.

The top five activities respondents participated in on their last trip were beach going
(60.5 percent), sightseeing or scenic enjoyment (57.1 percent), wildlife viewing (35.1 percent),
photography (34.3 percent), and hiking or biking (28 percent). Of all the recreational uses listed,
golf did not make the list for main activities, and was only listed by a portion of respondents as
part of an “other” category, which was approximately 3% of respondents.

The study found that when visiting at the coast, the average respondent spent $117.14 per
trip, translating to an estimated $481 million dollars in total direct expenditures for coastal
communities and the state, through hotel visits, shopping, dining and other trip-related
expenditures. Grays Harbor County was the second most visited coastal county according to the
study, and the maps highlight the Westport area as a major hotspot for many recreational uses in
comparison with other areas of the coast. Westhaven State Park was a major hotspot due to both
the range of recreational opportunities that it provides as well as the access to quality surf that is
formed from unique sandbars accreted along the south jetty. Most respondents (34 percent)



stayed one night on their last trip to the coast, and 26.4% stayed for two. 13.4% of respondents
went to the coast for a day without staying overnight.

The DEIS’ failure to thoroughly evaluate the project’s negative impact on park visitors’
aesthetic enjoyment of the park and the potential economic consequences of current visitors
avoiding recreating at the park once the golf course is built violates SEPA’s requirement that
Westport take a hard look at the project’s significant impacts.

C. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at Sea Level Rise and Erosion Issues.

The prospect of global warming leading to substantial sea level rise poses a serious threat
to coastal areas, necessitating proactive planning by coastal states. Even as early as 2030, the
proponent's consultants predict that sea level rise will have a damaging erosional effect on the
project.

Evidence of ongoing erosion is already stark, particularly at Half Moon Bay, where a
breach appears imminent. A visit to the site of the 1993 blowout reveals significant erosion and a
dramatic scarp on the ocean side. The Westport area has already incurred over $12 million in
repair costs due to erosion.

While the proposed alternatives lack specific details on building footprints or setbacks,
it's well-documented that building foundations can fix the forebeach, an action that often
worsens erosion and causes scouring in high-energy coastal zones. This aligns with the WSPRC
Critical Areas Policy 73.03-1, which prioritizes "retreat from that threat rather than construction
of protective measures" as the preferred response to natural land changes like coastal erosion. As
a valid statement points out, "Past experience has indicated that development along the shoreline
can alter erosion and deposition processes."

Furthermore, physical oceanographic changes, such as shifts in upwelling rates and sea
surface temperatures, are expected to impact the coastal zone and could potentially alter the
productivity of vital coastal systems and ecosystems.

The DEIS fails to answer key questions regarding sea level rise and climate change,
including:

° How do project developers plan to mitigate erosion and sea level rise beyond the 25
year time frame, especially when models show that these processes will only get
worse?

° There were two studies on erosion and the golf course put together during the draft

environmental impact study. The 2023 Herrera Erosion Report understates the erosion
risk and is less scientifically sound when compared to the 2022 AECOM Erosion



report. Why was the 2022 AECOM Erosion report replaced by the 2023 Herrera
Erosion Report? Are developers paying or cherry picking data that fits their narrative?

° Proponents have repeatedly claimed that construction and investments in the golf
course will create enough of a cost to benefit ratio, that the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) will be willing to provide beach nourishment or nature based
coastal armoring or dynamic revetments. How are developers able to guarantee
action by the USACE? How much will this cost tax payers?

° Current federal funding has been cut from across the Washington coast, recently
including plans to build community tsunami shelters in ocean shores. How can
developers and the US government be asked to spend millions of dollars to do
protective armoring for a golf course development, when there are projects that have
direct and dire public safety implications that are going unfunded.

° Can developers guarantee that USACE can guarantee arming and protection for the
duration for the 80 year lease?

) If USACE is unwilling or unable to do sand replenishment, or dynamic revetments,
what is to stop developers from attempting to apply for emergency permitting for
hard armoring or bulkheads?

° USACE projects are notoriously complicated and lengthy, what plans do developers
have to address these permits in their need to rely on sand replenishment or armoring
to protect the fairways?

° How will the USACE or project developers transport sand replenishment? Where
will these materials come from?

) Will dredge spoils be used for this?

° What will be the impacts of using dredge spoils? Will these materials be tested for
hazardous waste or chemical pollution? Will these spoils impact beach access,
shellfish harvest, or surf quality?

D. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at Tsunami Hazards.

It is common knowledge that the Westport peninsula is extremely vulnerable to a
Cascadia subduction zone earthquake and/ or tsunami inundation. The DEIS fails to take a hard
look at the proposed project’s impacts related to earthquake and tsunami risk.

Golf course developers have suggested that there is an “opportunity to provide a
post-Tsunami gathering area on high ground near the proposed clubhouse.” DEIS 3.4-10.
However, the proposal fails to identify any facility that could serve as a Tsunami shelter to
protect visitors to the golf course and facilities during a Tsunami.



The DEIS also fails to evaluate and account for worst case scenario tsunami plans. For
example, the DEIS does not evaluate the risk to the public and visitors in the event that a tsunami
or earthquake occurred during a large-scale golf tournament or similar event that could attract a
large amount of spectators. The DEIS also fails to detail an evacuation plan for large-scale
events.

E. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at Golf Course Proposal’s Wetland
Impacts.

Westport Light State Park provides invaluable wetland habitat. A 2021 wetland
delineation identified “346 acres of wetland mosaic, 28 acres of coastal willow swamp, 21
acres of red alder wetland forest, and 5 acres of small individual wetlands.” DESI 2-22. The
delineation estimated the mosaic area “to be approximately 68% wetland and 32% upland.” Id.
The delineation further notes that the “mosaic wetlands and associated coastal willow
and red alder wetlands are rated as Category 1 based on special characteristics (larger interdunal
wetlands with high habitat functions).” /d. The DEIS estimates that the Project “would impact
approximately 43 acres of Category 1, 3, and 4 wetlands total within the park and on the adjacent
Parcel 616121212060.” Id. The DEIS contains a discussion of Washington State wetland
mitigation requirements. /d.

1. The DEIS fails to identify federally-protected wetlands or take into
account federal protections prohibiting impacts to wetlands for
projects like golf courses that are not “water dependent.”

The DEIS failed to identify how many wetlands are “Waters of the United States” subject
to protection under Clean Water Act Section 404. DEIS at 3.4-15. According to the DEIS, the
plan is to submit a “detailed permit application” for a Section 404 permit to the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers which would evaluate compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. /d.

The DEIS correctly recognizes that the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines “require that there be
no practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem.” The DEIS fails to acknowledge that the 404(b)(1) guidelines--which are
enforceable requirements--presume that practicable alternatives exist where an activity is not
“water dependent.” 40 C.F.R. §230.10(a)(3). Specifically, the regulations state that “where the
activity associated with a discharge which is proposed for a special aquatic site... does not
require access or proximity to or siting within the special aquatic site in question to fulfill its
basic purpose... practicable alternatives... are presumed to be available.” Id. The regulations
define “special aquatic sites” to include wetlands. 40 C.F.R. §230.41.



This means that the Clean Water Act prohibits the Corps from issuing a permit to fill
wetlands for a golf course--which is not a “water dependent” activity.

Under the law, there are practicable alternatives to building a golf course impacting 43
acres of wetlands at Westport Light State Park. Further, the DEIS failure to evaluate the
presence of “Waters of the United States™ at the park and adjacent property and the effect that the
Clean Water Act regulations have on either prohibiting or requiring mitigation for the project
means the DEIS has failed to take a hard look at the project’s environmental impacts, in violation
of SEPA.

2. The DEIS fails to take a hard look at habitat loss and interdunal
wetland impacts.

The project area contains a large and increasingly rare interdunal wetland system that sits
next to the primary dune separating the ocean from the property. This interdunal area is the
second largest of its kind in Washington State and has been designated an Aquatic Resources of
National Importance (ARNI) by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). According to
AECOM’s Final Wetland Assessment Report, 337 acres of the park are a mix of wetlands and
uplands, with wetlands making up 68% of that area. This mosaic is connected to 28 acres of
coastal willow swamp and 21 acres of red alder/slough sedge wetland. AECOM also identified
28 smaller, individual wetlands (each up to 0.43 acre) in the park's northwest section. It's worth
noting that two constructed ponds in the northwest corner, remnants from a past golf course
project, are considered non-jurisdictional wetlands by AECOM, meaning they aren't subject to
federal regulations. Collectively, these mosaic and individual wetlands encompass 70% of the
park's total area. This makes the park's interdunal wetlands the second largest expanse of such
wetlands in Washington, a fact highlighted by AECOM in their 2021 report (AECOM 2021a,
page 27).

The 560-acre property features a significant Category I wetland mosaic, spanning 386
acres, with buffer widths ranging from 225 to 300 feet. These Category I wetlands are considered
high-quality examples of a rare wetland type, and according to the Washington State Department
of Ecology, “we cannot afford the risk of any degradation to the wetlands.”

Given the sensitive nature of these wetlands, it would be reasonable to conclude that only
176 acres of the park would be available for public use and exploration. However, the proposed
Alternative I seeks to utilize 224 acres, and Alternative II, 192 acres. These proposals are for a
private, non-water-dependent development that would exclude public access unless a
"pay-to-play" fee is involved.



Indeed, wetlands are a dominant feature of the park, with AECOM identifying at least
346 acres of them. These wetlands are crucial for the coastal economy and shoreline
environment, driving tourism and protecting water resources.

This particular wetland system plays a vital role in enhancing the quality of life for
residents of Westport, Grays Harbor County, and Washington State. It actively conserves,
protects, and restores environmental factors and functions that contribute to the community's
well-being. Furthermore, it safeguards the public from avoidable losses, including those related
to maintaining and replacing public facilities, property damage, the costs of publicly subsidizing
impact mitigation, and expenses for emergency rescue and relief operations. These wetlands and
their associated buffers are essential for preserving and providing crucial habitat, improving
water quality, and regulating water quantity. They also help buffer and prevent potential damage
from geological hazards or flooding, while simultaneously preserving natural flood controls and
stormwater storage. The system is instrumental in providing and preserving groundwater
recharge and actively works to prevent groundwater contamination. Ultimately, these wetlands
help prevent cumulative adverse environmental impacts on water bodies, wetlands, fish and
wildlife habitats, frequently flooded areas, geologically hazardous areas, and aquifer recharge
areas, thereby maintaining and restoring the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of
waters across the United States, Washington State, Grays Harbor County, and the City of
Westport.

The DEIS fails to address the following issues:

e What are the detailed plans to acquire lands for the proposed mitigation? Have these
lands been acquired, are there permits required to do wetland mitigation work?

e What are the costs or other considerations that will affect the mitigation measures?

F. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at the Golf Course Proposal’s Water
Supply Impacts.

Golf courses are notoriously heavy water users. According to the USGA, from
2003-2005, U.S. golf courses used approximately 2.08 billion gallons of water per day for golf
course irrigation. Gregory T. Lyman, USGA, “Golf’s Use of Water” 2012 available at

https://www.usga.org/content/dam/usga/pdf/Water%20R esource%20Center/how-much-water-do
es-golf-use.pdf.

The Proposed Golf Course is no exception. According to the DEIS, the Project proposes
to use 342,000 gallons of water per day. DEIS Table 3.2.19.1. Adding a peaking factor of 1.6, the
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DEIS includes a Peak Day Demand of 385,200 gpd or 268 gpm. The DEIS proposes to “provide
golf course irrigation supply from the municipal water system.” DEIS at 1-31.

But the City already has water supply problems. The DEIS admits that the City was
“forecast to be at a 56,000 gallon per day deficit by 2023.” DEIS 3.2.19-3. The DEIS states that
the City “has two new wells that will be brought online in late 2024 to meet maximum day
demand through 2035....” Id.* The City has experienced issues with its wells in the past; in 1998
it developed the Central Wellfield with two wells, but water from those wells “currently exceeds
the US EPA maximum contaminant level for arsenic.” DEIS 3.2.19-1.

The DEIS fails to explain how the City has enough water to meet the needs of
residents and businesses while also providing a massive amount of water daily to a golf
course.

The state of the City’s water storage capacity exacerbates the risk of the City not being
able to meet existing community needs while serving a huge new water demand from the
proposed golf course. According to the DEIS, “the City of Westport has a significant storage
deficit of 1,368,100 gallons. This deficit is projected to increase to 1,704,300 gallons by 2042
(Gray & Osborne, Inc., April 5, 2024).” DEIS 3.2.19-3. As the Washington Department of
Health explains in its “Water System Design Manual” (June 2020), having sufficient storage
capacity is necessary to “provide the water system with adequate and resilient water storage
facilities that protect the quality of stored water.” Water System Design Manual at 171.

G. The Golf Course Project, as proposed, violates Wellhead Protection Plan
requirements and threaten the City’s drinking water sources.

1. The law requires the City of Westport to adopt plans and programs to
protect its drinking water sources.

The DEIS acknowledges that “The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Washington Department of Health (DOH) requires all Group A public water systems to develop
and implement a wellhead protection program.” Wellhead protection programs are part of a city’s
water system plan. WAC 246-290-135(3)(b).

The City’s Wellhead Protection program must include susceptibility assessments “to
determine how susceptible the source(s) are to contamination.” Washington Department of
Health, Source Water Protection, https://doh.wa.gov/community-and-environment/drinking-
water/source-water/source-water-protection; see also WAC 246-290-135(3)(c)(1).

* The DEIS cites to an April 5, 2024 document by Gray & Osborne, Inc. This document was not publicly
available or included in the record.
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The state’s Wellhead Protection Program Guidance Document identifies “pesticide
applications” and “fertilizer applications” potential groundwater contamination sources that
Wellhead Protection Plans must identify and address. Wellhead Protection Program Guidance
Document at 38. The Guidance Document defines “likely pesticide application” to include
“those areas, excluding residential areas, where insecticides or herbicides are commonly applied”
and gives golf courses as an example. /d. at 87. The Wellhead Protection Plan must identify
zones--a sanitary control area; three primary zones based on 1-, 5-, and 10 year travel rates and a
6-month time of travel zone; and a buffer zone. /d. at 20. The Guidance Document explains that
“The 1-year time-of-travel defines the area for intensive management to protect the wellhead
from direct chemical contamination.” Id. at 22. The Guidance Document further instructs,
“Chemicals capable of contaminating groundwater must not be stored or used in Zone 1.” Id.

2. The DEIS fails to assess the risk of pesticide and fertilizer application
from the golf course project landscaping to the City’s drinking water
sources in the North Wellfield.

The DEIS fails to analyze the risk of contamination to the City’s drinking water sources
in the North Wellfield from pesticide and fertilizer application at the golf course and related
properties. The Hydrologic Report acknowledges that fertilizers may include “nitrogen,
phosphorus, and potassium, applied at a maximum rate of 8, 4, and 6 pounds per 1,000 square
feet annually to the greens.” Hydrologic Report at 52. Yet the Hydrologic Report concludes that
“impacts to the well field are unlikely due to the relatively small amount of nutrients applied to
the greens.” /d. This conclusion that there would be a "relatively small” amount of nutrients
applied to the greens is arbitrary without analysis of how many square feet of greens would be
fertilized on the course--and therefore how many pounds of total nutrients will be applied.

The DEIS reports that there would be “maintained turf areas on approximately 158 acres
of the park.” DEIS 1-8. Since there are 43,560 square feet per acre, 158 acres of maintained turf
equals 6,882,480 square feet of area. It is unclear how many of these 158 acres of maintained turf
areas will be greens and how much will be rough. Without this information, the DEIS fails to
identify exactly how many pounds of nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, and other pollutants it
plans to use at Westport Light State Park. Without this information the DEIS fails to provide the
information necessary to evaluate the DEIS’ claim that the impacts to the wellfield would be
“unlikely” because a “relatively small” amount of fertilizers would be used.

The principal source of groundwater on the peninsula is recharge from precipitation.

Hydrologic Report at 21. This means that any fertilizers, pesticides, or contaminants from
recycled water will eventually percolate to the City’s drinking water aquifer.
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DEIS Figures 3.2.19-3 and 3.2.19-4 show the location of the proposed golf greens and
buildings in relation to the 6 month, 1 year, 5 year, and 10 year Wellhead Protection Zones.
These figures show a putting green and cottages in the 6 month Wellhead Protection Zone, while
the clubhouse, the maintenance facility, and more cottages are within the 1 year Wellhead
Protection Zone. The Project, as proposed, therefore violates the Wellhead Protection
Program’s requirements that fertilizers and pesticides may not be used or stored in Zone 1.

The DEIS minimizes real concerns about the risk of contaminating the City’s drinking
water aquifer. Instead, the DEIS only offers a conclusory brush-off of the concerns, concluding
without evidence in the record that: “Leaching of nutrients and pesticides from upland areas to
groundwater would be limited by the soil profile in healthy turfgrass on the managed golf course
landscape.” DEIS at 3.2.2-11. Indeed, the Hydrology Report admits that “particles from two
greens could be extracted by the North Well Field.”

3. The City’s source water protection plan is outdated.

State law only approves water system plans, and therefore wellhead protection plans, for
10 years. WAC 246-290-100. The law requires the City of Westport to update its “list of all
known and potential groundwater contamination sources located within the defined [Wellhead
Protection Areas] having the potential to contaminate the source water of the well(s)” every two
years. WAC 246-290-135(3)(c)(iii). However, the City of Westport’s ordinances reflect that the
Wellhead Protection Plan “submitted by Robinson and Noble dated July 28, 1998 is the City’s
“official wellhead protection plan.” Westport Municipal Code §15.32.010.

The City must update its Wellhead Protection Plan to identify and analyze the
threats from the golf course’s fertilizer and pesticide application to the City’s drinking
water source. The City must also reject the golf course project, as proposed, and require
the applicant to redesign the plan to protect the City’s drinking water sources.

H. The DEIS Fails to Sufficiently Analyze the Plan to Rely on the Municipal
Water System for Irrigation, a Reasonably Foreseeable Indirect Impact of
the Proposal.

The DEIS lays out a two-step plan for golf course irrigation. In the short term, the
“proposal is to provide golf course irrigation supply from the municipal water system.” DEIS
3.2.19-6. Specifically, WGL proposes to “support the City of Westport” through a source water
approval process to bring North Wellfield Well #3 online. The DEIS provides no details about
the “source water approval process,” any studies that have been done on the water quality of the
water in well #3, the well’s capacity, or the costs to get the well online. Checking the water
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quality in the well before moving forward with a plan to rely on the well is critical because some
of the City’s wells have had contaminant problems. See DEIS 3.2.19-1.

The DEIS also does not detail how much it will cost the City to bring well #3 online, or
how this plan aligns with the statement in the DEIS that “the City has two new wells that will be
brought online in late 2024 to meet maximum day demand through 2035....” DEIS 3.2.19-3. The
lack of information available to the public about the short-term water supply plan deprives the
public of its right to understand the proposal and its environmental and cost implications for the
City.

Specifically, the DEIS leaves the following questions unanswered:
e Does this plan mean the City has already brought two new wells online in 2024 to
meet demand through 2035 and now it will bring on a third new well to support

the golf course?

e [f two other wells have already been brought online to meet residential demand, is
this plan to bring well #3 online only meant to support the golf course?

e Ifso, what are the City’s projected costs for drilling and operation of the well?
e Is WGL covering any costs to bring well #3 online?

e To what extent will golf course utility rates cover the costs to bring the well
online and to operate it?

e Does the City have a plan to offer the golf course a reduced rate on water?

The City should answer these questions, share those answers with the public, and hold
another comment period to allow the public to weigh in on these issues.

L. The DEIS Fails to Assess the Risk of Saltwater Intrusion in the City’s
Drinking Water Sources Due to the Use of Well #3.

The DEIS acknowledges, “As a coastal aquifer, the Beach Deposits aquifer is potentially
sensitive to saltwater intrusion from over pumping, especially during dry years.” DEIS from
3.2.3-2. The Hydrologic report prepared in conjunction with the DEIS admits that “water levels
around the North Well Field could drop below sea level with increased pumping withdrawals,
increasing the risk of saltwater intrusion.” Hydrologic Report at 31. However, the DEIS ignores
this potential negative environmental impact. Instead, the DEIS concludes that a prior 1994 study
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into conductivity showed “no evidence of saltwater intrusion on the peninsula.” DEIS 3.2.2-11.
The DEIS completely fails to evaluate the risk of saltwater intrusion from the proposal to bring
Well #3 in the North Wellfield online to support irrigation on the golf course. At the very least,
the DEIS should have modeled the

J. The DEIS Fails to Include Sufficient Details or Analysis of the Long-term
Plan to Rely on Recycled Water for Golf Course Irrigation.

According to the DEIS, “WGL proposes to support the City of Westport to construct
systems to treat the City’s wastewater effluent... to standards for golf course and landscape
irrigation so as not to increase demand from the aquifer.” DEIS 1-2. Yet the DEIS fails to take a
hard look at the time, costs, and environmental consequences of planning, building, and
operating a recycled water system to irrigate the proposed golf course. Because the proposal to
use recycled water is part of the proposal and is reasonably foreseeable, SEPA requires that the
City evaluate the plan to use recycled water and its impacts.

1. Recycled water systems are expensive and often are not cost-effective.

Recycled water systems can provide benefits to a community. For example, in
drought-prone San Diego, the Pure Water SD program promises to provide half of San Diego’s
drinking water supply by 2035, while offloading partially-treated sewage that would otherwise
be discharged into the ocean. See Pure Water SD,
https://www.sandiego.gov/public-utilities/sustainability/pure-water-sd.

However, San Diego’s indirect potable reuse system has taken decades and billions of
dollars to plan and approve. Specifically, the program will cost between $5 billion and $9 billion
and create water that costs between $1700 and $1900 per acre foot. The City started its
demonstration project in 2009. Phase 1 of the project, including planning, design, and
construction cost an estimated $1.5 billion.

A 2010 economic analysis of the proposed North Seattle Recycled Water Project looked
at whether the proposed recycled water project was cost-effective. See
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/departments/spu/documents/reports/reclaimedwatereconanal
ysisreport.pdf. The analysis identified 60 potential recycled water users, including 4 golf courses.
The possible benefits included a minimal benefit to the Seattle regional water supply, a minimal
benefit to Puget Sound water quality from reduced treated sewage discharges, and a small
environmental benefit from irrigators switching to recycled water. The study estimated
preliminary capital costs of $87 million. Annual operating costs were estimated to cost $750,000
per year. The analysis estimated the total monetized present value cost of the project to be $108.6
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million. The economic analysis concluded, “At $109 million, the North Seattle Reclaimed Water
project is not a cost-effective means of achieving its identified benefits.”

In 2024, the City of Cupertino allocated a budget of $200,000 for a Recycled Water
Feasibility Study to evaluate the viability of providing recycled water to Blackberry Farm Golf
Course. Cupertino completed the feasibility study to “assess the technical, economic, regulatory,
environmental and infrastructure associated with delivering recycled water for irrigation use at
the golf course.” See Exhibit A, available at https://www.cupertino.gov/files/assets/city/v/1/
departments/documents/public-works/new-folder/02-february-13-2025-city-of-cupertino-recycle
d-water-feasibility-study.pdf. The study evaluated extending the existing recycled water pipeline
or constructing an on-site satellite water recycling facility at or near the golf course. The study
showed that the options would cost $53,640,000 and $9,540,000, respectively The pipeline
option would achieve cost recovery in 596 years, while the satellite facility would achieve cost
recovery in 106 years.

2. The DEIS does not analyze whether the City building a recycled
water system to support the golf course is cost effective.

The DEIS does not include any initial feasibility studies or cost-benefit studies for the
proposed recycled water system. Nor does the economic benefit analysis included as Exhibit J to
the DEIS take into account the costs of designing, building, and operating a recycled water
system. As the City of Cupertino example included above demonstrates, there are significant
costs to completing a recycled water feasibility study. The City of Westport must complete a
feasibility study to look at costs, time for cost recovery, regulatory requirements, and
environmental impacts of the recycled water proposal.

3. The City would need to treat recycled water to drinking water
standards to protect the City’s drinking water source from
contamination.

PFAS, or forever chemicals, are dangerous contaminants in drinking water. Federal
drinking water standards for PFOA, PFOS, and other PFAS were added in 2024. PFAS can cause
cancer, high cholesterol and other diseases. PFAS has been detected in drinking water sources
across Washington and is a serious health threat.

PFAS can be a big problem in treated sewage. PFAS can be removed from water using a
number of technologies-- including granular activated carbon or reverse osmosis--but sewage
treatment plants do not use this technology. Because sewage treatment plants accept waste from
residential, commercial, and industrial sources, and sewage treatment plants do not require
industrial sources to pretreat their wastewater to remove PFAS, treated sewage can often contain
PFAS. Even worse, without federal or state discharge limits for PFAS, most sewage treatment
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plants are not even testing their wastewater for sewage. According to the latest Discharge
Monitoring Report, the City of Westport Wastewater Treatment Plant does not test its discharges
for PFAS.

This can become a big problem when proposing to build a recycled water system to
irrigate a golf course and landscaping built on top of the City’s drinking water wells’ Wellhead
Protection Area. Indeed, a 2018 study concluded that recycled water can be a source of PFAS
contamination to groundwater. D. Szabo et al, “Investigating recycled water use as a diffuse
source of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFASs) to groundwater in Melbourne, Australia,”
Science of the Total Environment, Vol. 644, 10 Dec. 2018, pp 1409-1417, available at
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0048969718325294#:~:text=Groundwate
1%20from%20Werribee%20South%2C%20located,0f%20PFAS%20contamination%20t0%20gr
oundwater.

The DEIS proposes that recycled water should be treated “to standards for golf course
and landscape irrigation so as not to increase demand from the aquifer.” DEIS 1-2. According to
the Purple Book, irrigation used for golf courses must be treated to Class A standards. However,
Class A standards only require tertiary treatment, including disinfection, coagulation, and
oxidation. Because the project proposes to use recycled water within the City’s Wellhead
Protection Area, that recycled water must be treated to drinking water standards to protect the
City’s drinking water source.

K. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at Golf Course Proposal’s Impacts from
Irrigation.

The DEIS contains conflicting information about exactly when irrigation will occur. The
DEIS states that “Irrigation will be avoided during the late afternoon and evening per the
Integrated Pest Management Plan.” DEIS at 2-20. It notes that “[1]imiting irrigation to early
morning and midday hours will prevent over-application of water as a means to optimize
turfgrass vigor, plant health, playability, and water conservation, and to minimize
evapotranspiration loss.” Id. (emphasis added). The DEIS’ “mitigation measures” plan states that
“Golf course irrigation will occur at night when there is less water demand on the City water
system.” DEIS at 1-31 (emphasis added). The public cannot evaluate the risks the proposal poses
to the environment and public health where the DEIS inconsistently describes how and when
irrigation will occur. The DEIS therefore fails to meet legal requirements.

L. The DEIS fails to take a hard look at potential impacts to shellfish.
The DEIS acknowledges that clamming is a popular activity at Westport Light State Park.

DEIS at 3.2.15-1. However, the DEIS does not identify or evaluate any potential impacts to
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shellfish and/or clamming activities from the project. Indeed, neither shellfish generally nor razor
clams specifically are mentioned or evaluated in the DEIS. See DEIS Table of Contents.

The DEIS states the “design objective for” the project “is to continue to allow stormwater
to maintain existing flow pathways and enter the same receiving waters at existing points of
discharge.” DEIS 3.2.2-5. The DEIS acknowledges the need to route “pollution-generating
surfaces” through “treatment facilities.” DEIS 3.2.2-6. But the DEIS limits “pollution-generating
surfaces” to “parking lots and pathways subject to vehicular use.” Id. The DEIS fails to examine
the potential for fertilizer (nutrients) and pesticides to run off areas of the golf course into the
ocean and impact shellfish. This analysis is particularly critical for shellfish, which are
susceptible to bioaccumulation.

The DEIS also fails to answer the following questions:

e What level of toxicity from applications recommended by the NRMP would be necessary
to cause mortality in shellfish, such as razor clam?\

e What will be the average pounds of pesticides, fertilizers, herbicides expected to be
applied to each of the maintained courses?

M. The DEIS fails to take a hard look at the negative impacts the proposal will
have on providing equitable access for all Washingtonians to Westport Light
State Park.

The DEIS fails to take a hard look at the significant social and environmental justice
consequences of converting public parkland into a golf course. It fails to mention the project’s
exclusionary impacts and fails to meaningfully evaluate how this proposal would restrict access
to a small, wealthy subset of users—contrary to the inclusive mission of Washington’s state parks
system.

Golf courses are among the most socially exclusive forms of recreation. Historically, they
have marginalized access for women, children, ethno-racial minorities, and those from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds.’ Additionally, the high cost of equipment and fees associated with
the sport places golf beyond the reach of many Washingtonians.® The proposed project would

5 Jessica Murfree, Why the Impact of Climate Change on Sport Is an Environmental Justice Problem,
Global Sport Matters (Apr. 21, 2022),

https://globalsportmatters.com/health/2022/04/2 1/climate-change-sport-environmental-justice-problem/;
J.C. Ryan, Do Urban Golf Courses Provide Barriers to Equitable Greenspace Access in the United
States?, 113 Anns. of the Am. Ass’n of Geographers 1057 (2023),
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/24694452.2023.2166011.

6 See Kelly Cederberg, Taking Golf Out of Golf Course: Trajectories to Convert Facilities to Parks and
Open Space Preserves, presented at the Council of Educators in Landscape Architecture Annual

Conference (2023), available at https://thecela.me/wp-content/uploads/214F.pdf.
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fundamentally shift the park’s character from inclusive public land to a semi-private recreational
enclave. Currently, Westport State Park provides low-cost, inclusive access to coastal recreation.
A golf course would fence off and repurpose part of the park for the enjoyment of a narrow

demographic, contrary to the park system’s foundational principle of serving all Washingtonians.

Tellingly, nowhere in the DEIS does the document explain how much it will cost people
to recreate at Westport Light State Park after this proposal is implemented. How rich will a
Washingtonian need to be to golf there? How much will WGL charge for green fees, cart fees,
and other costs associated with golfing at Westport Light State Park? How much will WGL be
charging for on-site lodging? WGL obviously has figured out these numbers in order to ensure
that its proposal is “economically viable.” DEIS at i. Why then are these numbers not shared in
the DEIS so that the public can evaluate whether or not they will be priced out of recreating at
this state park?

Other states have already recognized that privatizing public parkland in this way
undermines access and equity. In Florida, when a proposal emerged to build golf courses and
pickleball courts in several state parks—including Jonathan Dickinson State Park—it was met
with overwhelming public opposition.” A Change.org petition opposing the plan gathered over
130,000 signatures for the Jonathan Dickinson State Park, reflecting strong bipartisan resistance
to privatizing state park resources.® In response, the Florida Legislature passed—and Governor
DeSantis signed—Ilegislation prohibiting such privatizing developments. This reflects a growing
consensus that state parks should remain open, inclusive, and publicly accessible. Washington
should follow this example and come to the same conclusion.

N. The DEIS Ignores Lessons Learned in Other Communities that are
Rewilding Golf Courses to Make Them Accessible Public Spaces Again.

The DEIS fails to consider a growing national movement to retire underused golf courses
and return them to public, ecologically valuable uses. Rather than acknowledging this clear
trend—or analyzing whether alternative land uses could better serve Washingtonians—the DEIS
assumes that golf is a desirable use of public land.

Across the United States, golf course closures have averaged roughly 130 per year
between 1992 and 2021.° In response, many communities have seized the opportunity to reclaim

" Kate Payne, DeSantis Signs Law Limiting Development in Florida's State Parks After Backlash, ABC
News (May 23, 2025),
https://abecnews.go.com/US/wireStory/desantis-signs-law-limiting-development-floridas-state-parks-1221
16135.
8 Gabriela Quintero, ‘The Great Outdoors Initiative’: A Recently Withdrawn Plan to Build Golf Courses
and a 350-Room Hotel on Heavily Conserved Florida Parks, Univ. Press (Oct. 4, 2024),
https://m.fau.edu/u/news/detail?feed=university press&id=d9d3b395-edf1-523e-99¢0-7a3545aa97¢c.

? Ryan, supra note 1, at 1066.
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these sites for the public benefit. From Washington to New Jersey and from Florida to
Wisconsin, dozens of former golf courses have been rewilded—converted into wetlands, wildlife
corridors, public parks, and educational nature preserves.'® These transformations offer
accessible recreation, environmental education, and habitat restoration while reducing the water,
pesticide, and maintenance burdens typically associated with golf. They reflect a shift in values:
a growing public preference for inclusive, conservation-oriented uses of green space over
exclusive and resource-intensive ones.

Notable examples include the San Geronimo Golf Course in Marin County, California,
now a publicly accessible preserve; the former Ocean Meadows course in Goleta, California,
which was transformed into restored wetlands; and the Mesquite Golf & Country Club, which is
now the Prescott Preserve in Palm Springs.'" Similar projects have succeeded in New York,
Ohio, Michigan, and Pennsylvania.'” These case studies demonstrate that communities are
embracing opportunities to convert golf courses into shared public spaces that promote
biodiversity, climate resilience, and environmental justice.

Yet the DEIS fails to assess whether more equitable and sustainable alternatives exist for
Westport State Park. By ignoring the lessons of dozens of successful rewilding efforts across the
country, the DEIS not only overlooks viable, community-supported alternatives—it also supports
a model of land use that many cities and states are moving away from.

0. The DEIS Relies on a Flawed Economic Impact Study.

The DEIS states that part of the project purpose is to “[e]nhance economic benefits to the
Westport community and Grays Harbor County.” DEIS 2-1. However, the DEIS includes an
“Economic and Fiscal Benefits Study,” which only looks at purported benefits of the project and
does not analyze economic costs and harms of the project. That analysis is outdated, relying on
the strong economy from 2022, instead of the precarious economic situation we are currently
facing. The current analysis does not incorporate updated information reflecting rising costs and
impacts from tariffs. It assumes a growth in golf, a relatively expensive hobby, at a time when

1% Travis Wood, 4s Hundreds of Golf Courses Close, Nature Gets a Chance to Make a Comeback, Ensia

(Nov. 8, 2017), https://ensia.com/features/golf-courses/.
" Cara Buckley, After Shutting Down, These Golf Courses Went Wild, N.Y. Times,

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/02/15/climate/golf-courses-conservation-nature.html (last updated Mar.
11, 2024).

12 See New Garden Golf Course to Become Public Park, Natural Lands (Jan. 25, 2023),
https://www.natlands.org/news/new-garden-golf-course-to-become-public-park/; Nell Lewis, Abandoned
Golf Courses are Being Reclaimed by Nature, CNN,
https://www.cnn.com/2023/10/27/world/abandoned-golf-courses-reclaimed-by-nature-c2e-spc-scn-intl
(last updated Oct. 30, 2023); Jocelyn Timperley, The Rewilded Golf Courses Teeming With Life, BBC
(Feb. 16, 2025),

https://www.bbc.com/future/article/202502 14-from-scotland-to-california-the-rewilded-golf-courses-wher

e-wildlife-thrives.
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the country is seeing mass government layoffs, consumer prices and housing costs are surging,
and salaries are stagnant.

The DEIS acknowledges that many community members “expressed concern about a
change in the character of the small town that has traditionally been oriented toward the fishing
industry and summertime tourism, and potential property tax increases that could impact local
residents.” DEIS 2-67. The DEIS does not quantify the costs to the community of gentrification,
loss of community character, or increased property taxes. The DEIS also does not quantify the
costs of the City developing a water supply to meet the golf course’s irrigation needs. The DEIS
also ignores the potential costs of responding to a water supply contamination emergency if the
North Wellfield is contaminated by nutrient pollution, pesticides, or saltwater intrusion due to the
golf course’s operations.

The DEIS should reexamine both the projected costs and benefits of the project based on
current conditions in order to take a hard look at the project’s impacts and before the City
approves the project.

III. The DEIS has impermissibly defined the project in such a narrow way to foreclose
consideration of meaningful alternatives.

The DEIS has so narrowly limited the project proposal and the alternatives that it looks
like the golf course is the only alternative that meets the project purpose of “develop an
economically viable, public 18-hole Scottish links golf course of a caliber that would attract
championship play.” DEIS at 1-2.

It is clear that developing a golf course is clearly the goal of WGL. But this project
purpose is unreasonably narrow to foreclose other alternatives that would achieve the City’s goal.
The City and the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission are stewards of public
resources--the Westport Light State Park. The Washington State Parks and Recreation

Commission’s mission is to care for “Washington's most treasured lands, waters, and historic
places. State parks connect all Washingtonians to their diverse natural and cultural heritage and
provide memorable recreational and educational experiences that enhance their lives.” See
Mission & Vision, https://parks.wa.gov/about/agency/mission-vision. The agency’s vision is that
“Washington's state parks will be cherished destinations with natural, cultural, recreational,
artistic, and interpretive experiences that all Washingtonians enjoy, appreciate, and proudly
support.” Id.

Given these mandates, the City and the State Parks Commission have defined this project

too narrowly. As stewards of public resources, the City and Commission should be to preserve
and care for these unique natural resources while aiming to maximize all Washingtonian’s ability
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to enjoy Westport Light State Park. There are many alternatives that could increase accessibility
and public enjoyment of the park without the massive environmental impacts and exclusionary
impacts the golf course proposal will have.

Further, if the focus is on WGL’s desire to build a golf course, the alternatives to the
project should examine other places WGL can build a golf course that would avoid the
environmental impacts--particularly those to wetlands, water supply, and existing aesthetics and
recreation.

Specifically, proposed proposal 3 (no action) creates a false choice between approving
proposal 1 or 2 or letting the park languish into poor quality and invasive species with a potential
to endanger from a catastrophic fire. We strongly believe that this is an incorrect assumption
and improperly directs the DEIS to skew the decision towards approving option 1 or 2.

Contrary to how Alternative 3 is presented, this alternative alone allows for future
expanded use, invasive controls and public access that option 1 or 2 will eliminate future options
for sustainable development (like camping, trails, disc golf) by placing a private use golf course
hundreds of acres of this state park.

Surfrider is open and willing to advocate for more sustainable management and amenities
that would increase public access, manage invasive species, create better emergency
management options and preserve critical habitat.

IV. The City Should Answer the Following Questions and Address the Following Issues
in Order to Take a Hard Look and Before Approving the Project.

o Why doesn’t the DEIS address the Ocean Resources Management Act? How does the
project meet ORMA permitting requirements?

e Given that the last golf course developer on the site became insolvent after illegally
destroying wetland and buffers, but before carrying out their restoration obligations, what
steps are being taken to ensure that this does not happen again?

e What efforts are being made to guarantee solvency and the developer’s performance of
restoration obligations, including in the likely scenario that the golf course proves
economically non-viable?

e What would be the expected height of a golf-ball safety net for the driving range and how
would it affect wildlife, especially birds?
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What would be the location of the driving range and how would it affect existing
sightlines and views of the water, docks and sunsets?

What protection to the general public and wildlife would be provided for those holes
located in the area now occupied by the public access walkway between Westhaven and

Westport Light State Parks and/or other holes close to other public access?

What would be the impact to the viability of the golf course if adequate water cannot be
provided?

If the tees, fairways and greens suffered a drought thereby reducing the
playability/attraction of the golf course, what would be the expected loss to hotel,
restaurant and other resort amenities?

What effect would saltwater have on the tees, greens and fairways?

What would be the effect of the pollutants from sprays, fungicides, pesticides, fertilizers
and other chemicals to the runoff as it returns to the waters of the ocean and/or the
estuary and/or as it absorbs into the wetlands and aquifer?

During these wind events considerable sand transports from the southwesterly prevailing
winds. How will the sand be removed from the areas of the tees, greens, fairways,
connecting trails and wetlands?

How and where will these sands be disposed of?

If there were a breach at that point, who would be responsible for a solution?
Who would pay for the solution?

If that became an area where the Surf Shack concession were placed nearby, what
potential danger would the erosion have to the safety of that amenity

Would this require preventative action or would Parks policy of retreat apply?
What is the effect of storm surges to the tides in this area?

Please comment and list the permits that would be required by County rules and
regulations.

The ponds are dug into the sandy accreted soil and appear to be tidally influenced. Why
are these not considered to be associated wetlands?

Please discuss how much untreated runoff from the proposed project would be necessary
to exceed the threshold of safety?
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e What effect would this untreated runoff have on present users of the project area and
describe present water quality monitoring?

e Given the interconnectivity of the groundwater runoff, what effect would the golf course
fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides have on surfers and other water users of the ocean
and Half Moon Bay?

Surfrider Foundation appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this proposed
project. Our aim is to ensure that coastal recreation and the environment are protected in any
proposed development at Westport Light State Park. We look forward to working with you to
ensure these goals are met.

Respectfully submitted,
Peter Steelquist

Washington Policy Manager
The Surfrider Foundation
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