Westport Light Public Comments

January 26, 2026 — April 2026

Thank you for including this with the comments. | did also use the portal. | was
disappointed | did not get a confirmation of submission. That seemed unusual to me, so |
used the email address available as well.

Thank you.

Sincerely, '

This comment letter is submitted on behalf of the Spokane Audubon Society in response
to the proposed Westport Golf Links project at Westport Light State Park.

We are in the midst of a biodiversity and climate crisis in Washington state and around
the world. Published research shows us what many bird enthusiasts have observed first
hand - there are 3 billion fewer birds in North America than there were 50 years ago. The
National Audubon Association’s climate science shows that two thirds of North
American birds are at risk of extinction if we don’t limit warming associated with climate
change. The 2025 State of the Birds report published by Cornell University, Audubon, and
other conservation organizations found that birds across all habitat types are continuing
to decline, though targeted conservation efforts are effective. The Spokane Audubon
Society Board and our 300+ members in the Spokane region care deeply about
Washington’s natural areas and the wildlife these areas support.

Westport Light State Park supports a large expanse of interdunal wetlands in
Washington. Interdunal wetlands are rare, unique and have a limited range on the Pacific
Coast. They are rated as Category | wetland by the State, which affords them the highest
level of protection. The proposed Project will imperil this unique and rare coastal dune
habitat.

According to baseline studies of the Project area the proposed Project may impact:

* 386 acres of Category | interdunal wetland, including palustrine forested, palustrine
scrub-shrub, and palustrine emergent vegetation. Category | wetlands are afforded the
highest level of protection in Washington State.

¢ A globally imperiled, state critically imperiled shore pine/slough sedge community in
excellent condition (119 acres).

* A state critically imperiled coastal willow/slough sedge community in good to excellent
condition (50 acres)

e 28 Category lll and IV wetlands

Page 1 of 22
Westport Light Public Comments
January — April 2026



¢ Quality habitat for a range of avian and wildlife species

Direct and indirect loss and degradation of Category | interdunal wetlands due to:

* project construction, operation, and maintenance

e impairment of dynamic physical processes between sand, water, wind, and plants
¢ lowering of water table

e water quality impairments (e.g., pesticide and fertilizer non-point pollution)

Direct and indirect impacts to birds and other wildlife due to:

¢ loss, degradation, and fragmentation of habitat

¢ increased frequency of disturbance from humans

We recommend that additional avian and wildlife surveys be conducted, and that they be
done at different times of the year to account for differences due to migration patterns of
many bird species. Additionally, given the habitat, more work is needed to assess the
likelihood of Federally Threatened and State Endangered Western Snowy Plover and
Streaked Horned Lark occurrence at the proposed project area.

Spokane Audubon supports recreational access to public lands and appreciates the
need for viable economies in small communities. However, approval of the Westport
Links Golf Course would require changes in environmental protection policies at
multiple levels (e.g., City of Westport, Ecology, State Parks). These policies have been
established to protect unique and ecologically valuable habitats like those found at
Westport Light State Park. As such, the Park is clearly an inappropriate location for golf
course development.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. ?

Public Comment: Making Golf Accessible via Westport Golf Park
To: The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission / City of Westport

| am writing on behalf of WA Golf and the Washington Golf Foundation to voice our full
support for the Westport Golf Park. Our mission is to ensure that golf is a game for
everyone, and this project is a vital piece of that puzzle—particularly for the thousands of
young people we serve through the Youth on Course program.

Breaking the Cost Barrier with Youth on Course

One of the biggest misconceptions about golf is that it is too expensive for the average
family. Through the Washington Golf Foundation, we proudly facilitate Youth on Course,
which allows junior golfers to play rounds for just $5.

The Westport Golf Park is an essential partner in this mission because:

* Affordable Access: It provides a world-class venue where local and visiting youth can
utilize their Youth on Course membership, ensuring that financial status never stands in
the way of a child picking up a club.

* The "Short Course" Advantage: The inclusion of a short course and putting park at
Westport creates a low-pressure environment perfect for YOC members who are just
starting their journey in the sport.
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e Community Health: By making golf affordable and accessible on the coast, we are
giving Washington families a reason to get outside and stay active together.

More Than a Game

At WA Golf, we know that when a child steps onto a course like the proposed Westport
Golf Park, they aren't just learning a swing. They are learning the Youth on Course values
of integrity, self-reliance, and sportsmanship. This project transforms underutilized land
into a "living classroom" for these young athletes.

Conclusion

The Westport Golf Park represents a bold step forward for recreational equity in
Washington. By providing a home for programs like Youth on Course, this project ensures
that the next generation of Washingtonians—regardless of their background—can find a
sense of belonging on the golf course.

We strongly urge your support to bring this vision to life.

Sincerely, 3

stop this nonsense! *

No golf course! It would be like destroy a cherished wedding ring of commitment and our
desires. For example, destroying Central Park Alki Beach Mount Rainier, for generations
and millions of delighted users..*

The Westport infrastructure is not strong enough to hold a huge golf course. The complex
food web willimpact endangered species of birds, plants and animals; including the bald
eagle and it’s food. | lived in Westport for several months inn 2003-4, and it makes me
sick to think about the tremendous impact the proposed golf course would have. ©

Hello,
Please include this as public comment for Westport Light State Park planning.
Thank you,

The Save Westport Light State Park STOP Commercialization and Destruction of
Wetlands petition Jan 31, 2026
1,259 signatures today, up from 982 on January 21.”
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SAVE Westport Light State Park-STOP

Commercialization & Destruction of Wetlands
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After tuning in to today's State Parks Commissioner Meeting and submitting a virtual
public comment, | have a few additional points to share after watching the Westport Golf
Links presentation. As a Westport resident who opposes our State Park becoming a
private golf course, | have been following this closely. Here are some important things
you should know. Ryann Day said the hotel/lodge would be built simultaneously with the
golf course. When commissioners asked whether that was on state land, Ryann replied
no and said they were in negotiations to purchase or lease the land. This land, upon
which their entire business strategy is based, is owned by the city of Westport. Itis
currently not for sale. In fact, in the August 25, 2025, City Council meeting, Mayor Ed
Welter said, "It’s not our fault that they wrote a business plan around a piece of property
that they don’t own." Councilman Troy Meyers said, “ The N. Forrest property is part of
WGL Phase One planning. This was a mistake by Westport Golf; it has been discussed
with them. We are not trying to strong-arm them, but it's our fiduciary duty to do right by
the voters in Westport. "

As many times as | have looked at the WGL proposal, | think what really struck me
yesterday was the fact that this whole plan only gives the public 2.5 miles of trails- what
WGL calls expanded access. That is nothing! Those trails are actually already in the park.
Dog walkers, foragers, and mountain bikers use them regularly. | wish the
Commissioners had taken the time, when they visited the park and walked the dune trail,
to explore some of the interior trails. These trails could easily be updated and made more
accessible for those who may not know they exist. | can also tell you that walking these
trails in the spring, you must be covered from head to toe because the mosquitoes are
rampant! Why so many mosquitoes? Because of all the wetlands!

The paved dune trail is the most accessible and most used trail in this park. They said
they would widen it, but this may be a ruse to reroute the trail so they can place one of
their golf holes directly on the beach. That is not placing public interest first. They are
trying to sell this by saying emergency vehicles can access a wider trail, but as you
probably know, state park vehicles drive this paved path weekly. Residents will not stand
for this trail to be closed for re-routing and re-design. We covet this trail!

Is all this environmental destruction worth the 45-60 jobs Ryann Day said this project
would create? That just doesn't seem like much. Not to mention, these would mostly be
minimum wage jobs.

The bigger issue is if this course were to move forward have any of you thought about the
gentrification? This course is also planned around a 450-unit complex off Jetty Haul Rd in
Half Moon Bay. These will mostly be second or third homes for wealthy individuals
seeking a vacation property. Real estate prices will increase, property taxes will rise, and
locals will be forced out of Westport. We will be more of a Seabrook, which, believe me,
no one wants.

If 35 to 43 acres of Class 1 wetlands are to be filled, and there is a 4:1 ratio to replace
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them, where will 160 acres of wetlands be created? From what | have read, creating
wetlands is never the same as natural wetlands. Where will all the stormwater go if these
wetlands are filled?

Who is going to hold Westport Golf Links accountable for all the things they claim they
will do? The listis long, and who will ensure they do it?

Why should the small town of Westport bear the burden of Washington State Park's
funding issues?

| also wanted to mention the Concession- this is a weather-ravaged location and is very
seasonal. | cannot imagine the concessions would be open in the winter. On days like
today (wet, rainy, windy), there might only be a handful of cars that go to the parking lot. A
better idea would be to pave a pad that can accommodate a food truck. One that can be
used as needed. Parks could bring in different trucks at various times for different
offerings. Just a great idea, you're welcome!

Lastly, | was happy to hear some real concerns about this project. And also glad to hear
that perhaps some parallel plans could be made for this park instead of the "No Action"
alternative, which has always been aridiculous third scenario- only meant to make WGL
look good. These investors/developers are salesmen, and the Commissioners are smart
to see that.

My hope is WGL walks away from this project. Just go somewhere else. We cannot afford
to pollute our waters. It is our livelihood in this town. My next hope is Parks votes this
project down and finds a wonderful public alternative to this beautiful piece of land that
brings so much joy to anyone who lives or visits Westport. 8

Hello,
Happy Monday!

Please include the attached 2 files as public comment for Westport Light Planning,
Thank. You,

Greetings Commissioners:

Introduction

At the January 29, 2026 Commission meeting, Westport Golf Links (WGL) made another
presentation promoting the WGL golf course. I’ll discuss this slide, “Stormwater
Management.” | used Al tools to help summarize, organize, and clarify technical
information from site-specific reports, ensuring that the scientific points | present are
accurate and easy to follow.
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Holes are designed to Trap and Infiltrate Storrwater Orsite

= ."' i :._ $
Stormwater Management

A slide from the WGL January 29 presentation.

Site hydrology and soils

The hydrologic conditions at this site are documented. The 2022 AECOM Hydrologic
Report’ describes the project area as consisting of very deep, excessively drained eolian
sands with extremely high permeability. These soils contain little organic matter and
have minimal capacity to bind or retain nutrients or chemicals. In practical terms,
AECOM is describing a worst-case setting for nutrient and pesticide leaching: rapid
infiltration, short residence time in the vadose zone (area between the surface and the
water table), and very poor attenuation capacity. Attenuate means to reduce, weaken, or
lessen the strength, concentration, or impact of something as it moves through a system.

In such sandy coastal systems, infiltration does not protect adjacent waters. Instead of
holding water in place, infiltration in sandy soil lets water—and anything dissolved in it—
move quickly down through the ground. When it reaches the groundwater, that water
doesn’t stay put; it flows sideways toward nearby wetlands, streams, or the ocean.

AECOM also documents seasonal surface saturation and inundation from November
through April or May across all sampled areas. During these periods, any dry soils under
the surface are now saturated, meaning groundwater-driven lateral flow dominates.
Under these conditions, subsurface transport—not surface runoff—is the primary
pathway of concern.

From November through April, the park’s lands are saturated and interdunal wetlands
reach their seasonal high-water marks. During this period, groundwater recharge is at its
peak, mounding occurs, and nutrients remaining in the soils from prior applications are
mobilized. Even though active fertilizer applications are lower during these months,
these residual nutrients can be rapidly transported through the highly permeable sands
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to groundwater and wetlands, making this a well-documented high-risk period for
nutrient export.

Claims made by Westport Golf Links

Against this backdrop, Westport Golf Links presented a slide on January 29, 2026
claiming that fairways are designed to trap and infiltrate stormwater onsite, that there
will be no surface runoff, that sand filter strips will capture runoff, that runoff will be
directed to non-wetland areas, and that the Envirologic report indicates no chemical
leaching to adjacent waters.

Scientific review of claims
The title says that “Holes are Designed to Trap and Infiltrate Stormwater On Site”. This is
not an accurate statement.

While golf fairways may slow surface runoff and allow some water infiltration, turfgrass is
not an effective filter for nutrients or chemicals. Research shows that up to 50% of
applied nitrogen and phosphorus is absorbed by turf, with the remainder potentially
leaching into groundwater or site runoff. Claims that fairways provide protection from
pollution or stormwater surges are therefore overstated. Concave fairways may modestly
affect where surface water pools, but they do not eliminate the risk of pollution or
stormwater impacts, and the design alone cannot be considered a reliable mitigation
measure.

Water is not ‘trapped’ and does not stop moving because a fairway is concave.

The second bullet suggests that runoff will be dispersed over non-wetland areas.
Dispersing runoff does not remove nutrients or chemicals, and “non-wetland” does not
mean hydrologically disconnected. In coastal environments, wetlands are often
expressions of the same shallow groundwater system. Avoiding mapped wetlands does
not avoid groundwater transport to surface waters. Moreover, there is no physical plan to
capture and divert stormwater from each fairway to specific locations within the park;
doing so would require engineered collection and conveyance structures that are not
proposed.

Dispersing stormwater to non-wetland areas, such as through upland dispersion
systems, does not mean that vegetation will dissolve or reliably neutralize pollutants.
These systems are designed primarily to slow and spread runoff, reduce erosion, and
promote infiltration, not to provide complete water-quality treatment. While vegetation
and soils can filter some sediment-bound pollutants and allow limited nutrient uptake
during the growing season, most dissolved pollutants—particularly nitrate and many
pesticides—move with infiltrating water. In highly permeable sandy soils, infiltration
occurs rapidly, residence time in the root zone is short, and biological or chemical
attenuation is minimal. Once water moves below the root zone, vegetation has little to no
influence on pollutant fate. As a result, stormwater dispersion systems often shift
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pollutants from surface runoff to subsurface and groundwater pathways rather than
eliminating them, and they should not be assumed to provide reliable protection of
groundwater or adjacent wetlands under these site conditions.

The third bullet claims that fairway slopes will intercept runoff using sand filter strips. In
this setting, sand filters are not treatment systems. Sand has very high permeability and
very limited nutrient or chemical adsorption capacity. Rather than attenuating
pollutants, sand facilitates rapid downward movement.

Turf uptake and chemical leaching

The final claim—that the Envirologic report indicates “no chemical leaching”—is not
scientifically supportable. At best, environmental studies can report non-detection at
specific locations during specific sampling periods. While detections in the Envirologic
report were infrequent, this does not demonstrate the absence of leaching—only that
chemicals were not detected at the times and places samples were collected.

The relevant transport pathway here is the vadose zone—the soil between the ground
surface and the water table. In sandy coastal systems like this one, that zone has very
high permeability and little capacity to retain nutrients. Nitrogen, particularly nitrate in
irrigation water, moves readily downward through this zone and into groundwater. Once
there, it is transported laterally along hydraulic gradients, especially during rain events
when groundwater levels rise. What moves laterally is not just rainwater, but groundwater
already carrying dissolved nutrients and chemicals from prior irrigation and fertilization.

Proponents often claim that turf grass will absorb all the fertilizer and pesticides applied.
In reality, that is not physically possible. Turf “plants can use only 30-40% of the applied
N (Wang et al., 2014), with the remainder lost through soil encroachment,
microorganism utilization, N leaching, N volatilization and nitrification, which cause a
series of environmental problems, chiefly, the underground and above-ground water
body eutrophication and pollution (Zhang et al., 2015).”2

Turf only takes a percentage of applied nitrogen, phosphorus, and other chemicals; the
rest either remains in the soil, leaches downward, or is carried away by irrigation and
rainfall. In sandy soils like these, with very low organic matter and high permeability,
uptake by grass is even less effective because water—and dissolved chemicals—moves
quickly past the root zone before the plants can absorb them.

Slow-release fertilizers and careful timing can lessen leaching or runoff pollution, but not
prevent it.

Even healthy turf cannot stop nitrate, salts, or many pesticides from moving into the
groundwater. Assuming that grass alone will prevent chemical transportignores the
dominant pathways underground, where infiltration and lateral groundwater flow carry
dissolved chemicals to surface waters.
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Mutreents

Sand

Filtered

water
Best management practices and pest management plans can reduce leaching, but they
cannot prevent it entirely. In sandy soils like these, chemicals that are not absorbed by
turf will still move downward through the soil and into groundwater.

Claims of “no chemical leaching” are not scientifically supportable; at most, studies can
report non-detection under limited monitoring conditions.

Taken together, the site-specific soil and hydrologic data documented by AECOM directly
contradict assurances based on concave fairways, sand filters, or claims of “no
leaching.” In this setting, infiltration does not prevent chemical transport—it accelerates
it.

Conclusion and recommendations

Key takeaways for the Commission:

. WGL claims about fairways, sand filters, and “no leaching” are not supported by
site-specific scientific data.

. Highly permeable sandy soils, shallow seasonal groundwater, and low organic
matter allow rapid chemical transport to groundwater and surface waters.

. Turf uptake and sand filters cannot prevent leaching in these conditions.

Itis concerning that the Commission is repeatedly presented with materials framed as
evidence but structured more like marketing. This places the burden on Commission
members to independently evaluate claims that should be supported by rigorous
analysis. Claims that concave or sloped fairways, sand filter strips, or self-retaining holes
can prevent chemical leaching and/or stormwater management are not supported by
site-specific conditions; as documented in the AECOM report, the park’s highly
permeable sandy soils, shallow seasonal groundwater, and limited organic matter
provide minimal attenuation. Similarly, assertions that turf or sand filters remove all
nutrients are misleading, as uptake is limited and cannot prevent transport to
groundwater.

| urge the Commissioners to direct Parks’ staff to review this WGL presentation and
provide a factually corrective report on its content to both the Commission and the
public, ensuring that all current and future WGL presentations are carefully reviewed. Itis
important that information presented to this Commission and the public is accurate,
complete, and evidence-based.
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TAECOM Hydrologic Report 2022, see pages 4-5
https://parks.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2023-10/Hydrologic%20Report_20220407.pdf

2 Effects of low nitrogen upply on nitrogen uptake, assimilation and remoblization in wild
bermudagrass 2022
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0981942822004259

Greetings Commissioners,

Westport Golf Links presentations repeatedly state that “No Leaching” of fertilizers or
other chemistry will occur due to turf management practices. | am writing to examine
that claim in light of what the AECOM Hydrologic Report (2022)" actually evaluated and
what it did not. | used Al tools to help summarize, organize, and clarify technical
information from site-specific reports, ensuring that the scientific points | present are
accurate and easy to follow.

Page 4 of the reportindicates the soil type. “They are very deep, excessively drained soils
formed in eolian sands on dunes. Permeability is very high. Depth to seasonal high water
table is greater than 80 inches. The map unitincludes 6 percent hydric soil inclusions in
depressions.” and “Conditions of surface saturation and/or inundation are estimated to
occur from November through April or May in a typical year.”

My comments focus on Section 5.5, Predictive Simulations for Golf Course
Development, beginning on page 44, and Water Quality Impacts starting on page 51.

AECOM evaluated existing site conditions, characterized soils, and modeled
groundwater flow and particle pathways. It also assessed how golf course water use
might affect wetland water levels. However, the assumptions regarding fertilizer and
chemical management were provided by the project proponent, drawing from practices
at Bandon Dunes, and were not independently tested for efficacy within the modeling
framework.

The report states that slow-release fertilizer, soil testing, careful seasonal timing, and
groundwater monitoring will ensure that excess nutrients are not washed below the root
zone, particularly during winter recharge. These are management intentions, not
demonstrated outcomes, and they are not scientifically supportable given the
documented site conditions.

Slow-release fertilizers do not prevent nutrient movement; they only delay nutrient
release. In highly permeable sandy soils with very low organic matter—conditions
documented by AECOM—nutrients released from any formulation readily move with
percolating water. During winter months, when groundwater recharge is highest and soils
are seasonally saturated, downward and lateral transport dominates regardless of
fertilizer type.
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0981942822004259

Soil testing can inform application rates, but it does not control hydrologic transport.
Once nutrients are mobilized, neither soil testing nor fertilizer formulation can prevent
movement through the vadose zone (between the surface and the water table) in
excessively drained sands with minimal attenuation capacity.

The proposed groundwater monitoring well network similarly does not prevent
contamination; it only detects changes after impacts have occurred. Quarterly sampling
is too infrequent to capture episodic nutrient transport, which commonly occurs during
storm events and rapid recharge periods in coastal sandy systems. Nutrient pulses can
reach groundwater and discharge points on timescales far shorter than the proposed
sampling interval. Even when detected, monitoring provides no mechanism to reverse or
contain impacts once nutrients enter groundwater.

The report also suggests that fall soil sampling will confirm that residual nutrients are not
present at the start of the rainy season. Soil sampling provides only a snapshotin time
and cannot account for mobilization that occurs once sustained rainfall, rising
groundwater, and ateral flow begin. Nutrients may move below sampled depths or be
remobilized from the vadose zone as hydrologic conditions change.

AECOM’s groundwater modeling relies on MODFLOW and MODPATH to illustrate regional
flow directions and particle pathways. This approach is appropriate for identifying
advective flow paths, and the report credibly shows that groundwater generally flows
outward from the central wetland complex toward the Pacific Ocean and Grays Harbor.
However, this is a conceptual, screening-level groundwater flow analysis, not a
contaminant fate-and-transport study.

The model does not simulate nitrate, phosphorus, or other chemical transport, does not
estimate concentrations, and does not evaluate loading to wetlands or drinking-water
wells. Instead, minimal impact is inferred based on favorable flow directions combined
with untested management assumptions. Statements such as “overapplication is
unlikely with proper management” are managerial assurances, not scientific findings.

The modeling also reflects a seasonal bias. Particle releases occur in early June, a period
characterized by low rainfall, low recharge, and maximum biological uptake. Conditions
most associated with nutrient leaching—fall and early winter storms following fertilizer
application, saturated soils, and reduced plant uptake—are not tested. Worst-case
seasonal scenarios are not evaluated.

The vadose zone below the root zone, where nutrient loss most commonly occurs on golf
courses, is effectively bypassed. Claims that turf uptake and soil testing will prevent
downward migration are not demonstrated for sandy soils subject to grading, preferential
flow, and intense winter rainfall.
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While the report suggests wetlands are protected by groundwater highs and radial flow
away from them, wetlands are dynamic systems subject to seasonal variability, vertical
gradients, and localized flow reversals. These complexities are not explored, yet they are
central to conclusions of no impact.

AECOM does acknowledge that groundwater from portions of the course could be
captured by the North Well Field, but this risk is minimized by referencing low application
rates and dilution. Dilution, however, is not a protective strategy for nitrate, which
presents cumulative risk over time and has a strict drinking-water standard.

In summary, the AECOM report credibly characterizes regional groundwater flow but
does not demonstrate that fertilizer and chemical use associated with the proposed golf
course will avoid impacts to groundwater, wetlands, or drinking-water supplies. The
conclusions rest on optimistic operational assumptions and flow-direction analysis
rather than on direct modeling of nutrient fate and transport under realistic or worst-case
conditions.

The main focus of the AECOM report is groundwater flow, not water quality protection. In
other words, the report answers the question “Where does water go?” It does not answer
the question “What happens to nutrients or chemicals once they are applied?”

This is not a finding of no impact, but rather a finding of no modeled impact within a
narrowly defined and favorable set of assumptions.

" AECOM Hydrologic Report 2022
https://parks.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2023-10/Hydrologic Report_20220407.pdf °

Hi there,
Please include my public comment attached for Westport Light Planning.
Thankyou,

Greetings Commissioners,
I’m commenting on the January 29, 2026 Commissioners meeting to provide follow-up
on points made during the presentation, with the goal of providing clarity.

| am glad to hear that Commissioners will be asking WGL to produce a viable business
model. | am also grateful for the request that Parks staff provide a realistic alternative to
the “No Action” scenario as presented by the golf proponents in the DEIS — although
Parks’ time is taxpayer time.

Providing a viable plan for Westport Light State Park is essential to having an informed
conversation about this rare park.

Comments on Chambers Bay Golf Financials
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With regard to WGL’s statement that Chambers Bay is an isolated example, | offer the
following. | do not have access to private golf course financial data. | cannot review
Gamble Sands’ financial reports, as they are private. Chambers Bay, however, is publicly
owned and its data is available.

Municipal courses in the Seattle area likely generate profits, but Chambers Bay provides
a more directly comparable example: it is a locally operated, recent, Scottish-style golf
course designed by a lauded architect and hosting national championships. This makes
it a relevant benchmark.

Building on the previous comment from the 2019 Ground Lease Agreement for
Chambers Bay, | was able to find even more recent revenue data’, which | reviewed with
Al-assisted analysis for accuracy.

Chambers Bay generated $20,657,650 in operating revenue for 2024-2025, covering
roughly 80% of its total Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs, which excludes land
acquisition payments. However, the course still relied on $4,092,964 in county support,
including interfund transfers, intergovernmental revenue, miscellaneous revenue, and
others. Even at full operation, almost 20 years after it was built, Chambers Bay is not fully
self-sustaining and depends significantly on taxpayer funds.

The subsidy for Chambers Bay has increased since 2019, then averaged at $1M per year
since 2007, demonstrating that operational costs can grow significantly over time. A $4M
subsidy in this time period indicates a rising reliance on public support—a trend the
Commission will want to note.

Key takeaway: Even a high-profile, publicly owned course requires ongoing taxpayer
support. This is an important benchmark when evaluating WGL’s financial assumptions.

By comparison, WGL is projected to operate under a lease model: the course will be
privately constructed and operated, but Parks will retain ownership of the land and
infrastructure. While WGL bears construction risk, the course must generate sufficient
revenue to cover operating costs and lease obligations. The Chambers Bay example
indicates that even well-established courses, for O&M alone, can require external
support. If WGL’s revenues fall short, Parks could be indirectly responsible for
subsidizing operations.

Question for WGL: If Gamble Sands is consistently profitable, when will that data be
shared to allow for proper comparison?

Financial aspects, as described here, seem to me to be outside the scope of
Commission and Parks’ expertise, and yet they are a clearly deciding factor involving a
great deal of risk.
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Will Parks shoulder the potential subsidy burden?

Regarding Phased Golf Course Development

The 15-year, three-phase development plan for WGL comes directly from the DEIS. Page
2 states: “Schedule for Implementation: WGL development would begin upon receiving
all required permit approvals. Three or more phases of development are proposed over a
period of approximately 15 years, with 3 to 5 years between phases.”

This does not specify what will be built in each phase. At the January 29 presentation,
WGL stated that most development is planned for the first phase: the hotel, restaurant,
support buildings, trails, 18-hole course, short course, and driving range—all for an
estimated $30M.

For comparison, Chambers Bay spent approximately $25M on course and only support
buildings in 2007.

Key takeaway: Parks will likely need to engage outside expertise to review construction
costs and projections. These financial considerations add to the responsibilities and
risks Parks assumes under the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

Recommendation

Given the financial uncertainties surrounding Operations and Maintenance (O&M), itis
essential for the Commission to reconsider the timeline for voting on the MOU. Currently,
the vote is scheduled to occur only after all permits from WGL are secured. This delay
requires WGL to invest significant funds into developing comprehensive, detailed plans.

State agencies, including the Department of Ecology, will also be required to allocate
their resources to review these plans, further straining public funds. Moreover, state
attorney fees for potential appeals and lawsuits are likely to escalate over the next seven
years, as evidenced by the Mox-Chehalis experience.

To ensure transparency and informed decision-making, Parks must provide a detailed
estimate of the total costs to taxpayers associated with the MOU. This estimate should
encompass attorney fees, agency time, Parks' expenditures, and costs for third-party
consulting services.

How much will taxpayers ultimately bear for the entire scope of the current MOU
timeline?

Revising the vote on the MOU — after the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) but
before permitting — is a more prudent approach from a financial perspective. Protecting
taxpayer interests should be paramount.
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Every day that passes without a vote on the MOU increases financial exposure for
Washington taxpayers. It’s imperative to act strategically to limit future liabilities and
safeguard public funds.

Thank you for considering these comments.

'Pierce County Open Budget
https://budget.piercecountywa.gov/#!/year/2024-
2025/revenue/0/fund/Chambers+Bay+Golf+Course+0%26M+[445.100]/0/revenue_type

10

Good morning,

Please include the attached as public comment for Westport Light State Park planning.
Thank you,

Greetings Commissioners:

Background and Proposed Mitigation

At the January 29, 2026 Commission meeting, WGL presented proposed mitigation
strategies related to the destruction of approximately 43 acres of Category | wetlands
and an estimated 157 acres of wetland buffers associated with the golf course footprint
(assuming approximately 200 acres of development). WGL asserts that its mitigation
approach meets state regulatory standards. | offer evidence that this is not the case, and
that the Commission has an important legal obligation. | used Al to help research and
evaluate this topic.

Mitigation Strategy - the “Wetlands”

Opportunity Creation and
Rehabilitation
MArea: 59 Acres

* Enhancement, creatian,
Ol the largest const

Benefits

Preservation Area:
236 heres

+
90 acers of GH fish
habitat access

Slide from the WGL presentation for mitigation strategy.

The proposal includes creation of approximately 69 acres of “wet meadows” or
constructed permanent wetlands within the project’s impact area. Additionally, WGL
proposes to count approximately 236 acres of existing state park land and 90 acres of
‘fish habitat’ as mitigation through designation as “preserved” areas, witch includes
removal of Scotch broom. Other proposed measures include estuary repair at three local
areas off site.

For this discussion, | would like to offer a practical example based on my own recent
experience developing a 700-square-foot cabin on a 7,000-square-foot lot in Grayland.
My property lies within 300 feet of a wetland, placing the entire parcel within a regulated
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wetland buffer — not the wetland itself, but the surrounding buffer area. As a condition of
development, | was required by the County to create a new conservation easement of
approximately 1,100 square feet.

| asked whether previously conserved wetland tracts within the development could be
used to satisfy this mitigation requirement. The County’s answer was clear: No. Existing
conservation areas already established for the development could not be counted
toward mitigation because they were already protected.

Relevant Regulatory Principles: Baseline Condition and Additionality
This raises a fundamental question: /s state park land already conserved by law?

Under Washington law (Title 79A RCW), state parks are established with specific
conservation mandates. The State Parks Commission has “care, charge, control, and
supervision” of park lands and must manage them according to park purposes, including
preservation of ecological and aesthetic values. Conservation management is not
optional —itis already required.

A central principle of wetland mitigation is that compensatory actions must provide real,
measurable ecological gains beyond existing conditions. Two key concepts guide this
evaluation: baseline condition and additionality.

Baseline condition refers to the existing ecological status and regulatory protection of a
site prior to project impacts. Lands already conserved or protected by law — such as
designated state park property — form part of this baseline and are expected to remain
protected regardless of project approval.

Additionality requires that mitigation provide ecological benefits that would not occur
under the baseline scenario. Mitigation must therefore create new functional value,
enhanced protection, or measurable ecological uplift directly attributable to the project.
Simply reclassifying or relabeling already-protected public land does not replace lost
wetland or buffer function and risks becoming “paper mitigation.”

These principles are particularly critical when Category | wetlands and buffers — the
highest-value classification — are proposed for impact. When mitigation relies heavily on
existing public conservation lands, agencies must carefully evaluate whether genuine
ecological gains are being achieved.

Concerns Regarding Proposed Mitigation
Based on these standards, significant concerns remain:

o Lack of additionality where already-protected park land is counted as mitigation
. Failure to demonstrate in-kind replacement of lost interdunal wetland and buffer
systems

. Unsupported claims of functional equivalency
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. Potentially insufficient mitigation ratios given wetland and buffer category and
rarity
. The irreplaceable nature of interdunal wetland systems

Legal and Regulatory Considerations and Conclusions

In my own case, | was required to create new mitigation even though conserved land
already existed within the development. That requirement reflected a consistent
regulatory principle: mitigation must provide ecological benefit beyond existing
protections and baseline conditions.

This Commission must consider regulatory consistency. Applying a different standard to
a large-scale commercial proposal risks creating inconsistency in regulatory application
and raises questions regarding equitable treatment among all applicants.

Allowing already-protected state park land to be counted as mitigation raises significant
questions regarding compliance with established mitigation standards, including
additionality, functional replacement, and avoidance of baseline inflation. If mitigation
credit is assigned to lands that are already conserved under statutory mandate, the
proposal risks substituting accounting mechanisms for genuine ecological
compensation.

From a regulatory perspective, this is not simply a policy preference but a matter of legal
defensibility. Decisions that rely on mitigation lacking clear additionality or demonstrable
functional uplift may be vulnerable to challenge because they do not clearly offset
impacts to high-value Category | wetlands and buffers or maintain consistency with
established mitigation frameworks.

Careful scrutiny is therefore warranted to ensure that mitigation represents real
ecological replacement rather than reclassification of existing conservation obligations.
The Commission’s decision should reflect transparent adherence to mitigation principles
that are scientifically credible, legally defensible, and consistent with how mitigation
standards are applied to all applicants.

Anything less risks undermining both ecological outcomes and public confidence in the
regulatory process.

Commissioners, you are entrusted with ensuring that mitigation standards are applied
consistently and that public lands are managed in accordance with statutory
conservation mandates. While Ecology may determine that the proposed mitigation
meets technical wetland permitting standards, the Commission retains an independent
responsibility to ensure that mitigation involving state park lands provides true ecological
replacement and complies with statutory conservation mandates.
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| respectfully ask that you carefully evaluate whether the proposed mitigation delivers
genuine ecological function rather than reclassification of protections that already exist.
Ensuring mitigation meets established standards is essential not only for ecological
protection but for maintaining a legally defensible decision. "'

Not everyone is against this. | have property in Westport and | am in favor of the golf course. It may
have to provide money to the area that will all local restaurants to stay open. Since | have bought a
house 3 years ago | have seen at least 3 restaurants start up and close. Its hard to have a business
when there are only 3 months to make your profits. 12

Good afternoon. | am emailing to state my strong favor for the Westport Links Golf
Project. | think it will revitalize that area while shifting the financial burden of upkeep to
the private golf course. | think this will be a "if you build it they will come" anchor project
that will bring lots of visitors and money to the area. It could also have significant positive
spill-over effects, such as increasing charter fishing and restaurant visitors. | understand
the assertion that the park should be kept as is, but the invasive species are already
largely taking over much of the area and having the golf course take on the burden will
have positive benefits. 2

Hello,

Please include the attached as public comment for Westport Light State Park.
Thanks,

Greetings Commissioners:

At the January 29 Westport Golf Links presentation to the Commission, this slide was
presented along with discussion.

Concession Agreement

Slide presented January 29

The “Park Maintenance Fund: 5% surcharge on revenue received” provides the only
insight in the presentation into projected revenues for the proposed course. In using
these numbers, and the other numbers presented for O&M costs ($7-9M), | offer this
evaluation of projected revenues and costs. | used Al to help analyze and summarize.

If the Park Maintenance Fund equals 5% of gross revenue as presented, a $500,000
payment implies approximately $10 million in total annual revenue. The 6-year fee of $1M
implies $20M revenue.

With 25,000 rounds per year and seasonal greens fees—$200 per round in the summer
(75% of rounds) and $150 per round in the shoulder seasons (25% of rounds)—total
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revenue from golf rounds would be about $4.69 million. Adding a mid-level restaurant
and modest pro shop sales might bring total revenue to around $5.0-5.1 million, and
including a 30-room hotel at 60% occupancy and $200 per night would add roughly $1.3
million, bringing total realistic revenue to about $6.5 million. Proponents’ claim of $10
million in revenue for the first year appears optimistic.

Proponents also estimated O&M costs of $7-9 million annually. The realistic estimate
(~$6.5M) revenue falls below projected operating costs, meaning the course would likely
operate at a loss. Because spectator events are not allowed, a major source of additional
high-margin revenue is eliminated, leaving only greens fees, hotel, restaurant, and pro
shop sales. To reach $10 million, the projections must assume much higher rounds,
much higher fees, or substantial additional revenue from other premium amenities, none
of which seem guaranteed in this public course scenario.

Seasonal evaluation: The revenue calculation assumes 75% of annual rounds occur in
the summer at $200 per round and 25% in shoulder seasons at $150 per round. This
gives a weighted average greens fee of $187.50 per round, increasing total golf revenue
compared with using a flat $150 per round.

Assumptions used in this analysis for Realistic Estimate Year 1:

. 25,000 rounds of golf per year
. Greens fees: $200 per round in summer (75% of rounds), $150 per round in
shoulder seasons (25%of rounds)
. Weighted average greens fee = $187.50
. No memberships or carts
. Mid-level restaurant (assume $25 per round for 50% of players)
. Modest pro shop sales (assume $10 per round)
. Hotel revenue: 30 rooms x 365 days x 60% occupancy x $200/night
. No revenue from spectator events

Revenue Source Realistic Estimate Revenue Needed Revenue Needed

(Year 1) for $10M for $20M

Golf Rounds (seasonal pricing) $4,687,500 $8,123,500 $16,247,000
Restaurant $312,500 $625,000 $1,250,000
Pro Shop Sales $250,000 $500,000 $1,000,000
Hotel $1,314,000 $1,751,500 $3,503,000
Total Revenue $6,564,000 $10,000,000 $20,000,000

If this realistic analysis totals well below the $10 million projection for year 1, another
guestion then is how is the course is expected to reach $20 million in revenue by year 6?
Without spectator events, achieving the $10-$20 million range would likely require even
more substantially higher fees, significantly more rounds, or major additional revenue
from premium amenities that have not been clearly identified.

Growing revenue from $10 million to $20 million within six years represents
approximately 12% annual growth. As a comparison, Chambers Bay Golf Course
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generated $20,657,650 in 2023-24 — seventeen years after opening in 20071. Itis
unclear how the proposed Westport course could reasonably be expected to reach
similar performance within a significantly shorter timeframe.

If the project’s own cost estimates are accurate, the presented revenue assumptions
suggest a potential structural gap between projected income and operating expenses. |
offer this analysis to support careful evaluation and informed decision-making. Thank
you for your consideration.

What the hell are you thinking? Washington's thriving surf culture replaced with a golf
course? You can put golf anywhere. There's only a few places in the entire pnw that are
surfable. Completely ridiculous. '®

I've been a Washington resident for almost ten years. | grew up on the East Coast, where
the oceanfront has been privatized and overdeveloped, wiping out natural areas like
coastal wetlands. One of the things | love most about WA is how well it has kept its wild
spaces and natural habitats.

Westport holds particular significance for me. It’s where | surf more than anywhere else
in the state and | love the calm, beautiful beach and the long jetty. We've caught some
great lingcod there. The area’s character comes from its natural beauty and intact
habitat. This proposal would quite literally carve into that landscape—removing vital
wetlands to construct an artificial recreational development that is neither necessary nor
compatible with the surrounding environment.

Golf courses are destructive and ugly. The initial construction will cause the disruption of
delicate local ecosystems, speed up erosion, create over eight acres of walkway and
parking lot, and displace local species in exchange for water and nutrient-hungry
turfgrass.

Long-term maintenance would require fertilizers and pesticides that risk contaminating
nearby waters through runoff, degrading water quality and harming marine life. This
directly affects commercial fishermen, recreational users, and the broader coastal
ecosystem. Westport supports a vibrant surfing community and tourism-based economy
that depend on clean water and a healthy shoreline. Any decline in environmental quality
could have lasting economic and cultural consequences.

Golf courses are a questionable use of land in general—and in this location, where
sensitive wetlands and coastal habitats are at stake, an egregious misuse of land. |

strongly oppose this project and urge decision-makers to keep this part of the coast wild.
16

| strongly support the proposed Westport Golf Links project at Westport Light State Park.
This is a rare opportunity to bring meaningful economic investment, recreation, and long-
term community benefits to the Washington coast.

The project is privately funded and is expected to create hundreds of jobs while
generating significant ongoing economic activity for the Westport and Grays Harbor
region. It would help support local businesses, tourism, and year-round employmentin
an area that has long faced economic challenges.
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In addition to economic benefits, the proposal would improve public access to the park
by adding new trails, safe beach access points, and upgraded recreational amenities that
residents and visitors can enjoy.

As a golfer and someone who values outdoor recreation and youth access to the game, |
believe this project would expand opportunities for families and young people to
experience golf in a unique coastal setting while still preserving public access to the
park.

| encourage decision-makers to move this project forward through the environmental
review process while ensuring responsible stewardship of the land. This is an exciting
opportunity to strengthen recreation, tourism, and the local economy for generations to
come. "’

Please do not rip out woods and trails and wetlands to create a golf course in northern
Westport. Citizens like me come to Westport for its natural beauty , beaches, woods, and
peace. A golf course would disrupt that enjoyment as well as be a water resource suck
on the environment, use lawn care herbicides and fertilizers in a sensitive area, bring
noise pollution by way of mowers and service vehicles, and by golly just be a lousy
location for a golf course with all the wind and rain we have here.

Ocean Shores has a golf course. Subjectivity, it’s not a very good course, largely because
of the wind and rain we get on the coast. It doesn’t matter how nice a new course layout

may be, if the weather is awful then so will be the game and number of players received.
18

As a business owner, property owner, and almost full time resident of Westportl am in
FULL support of the golf course in Westport. The environmental concerns have been
addressed in a positive meaningful way that will improve the area. Westport and the
Grays Harbor need the economic growth this will bring to the area. °

Yesterday we walked the trail from Westport by the sea to Westhaven Park and noticed
that the vegetation on both sides were mowed?? Confusing was it for fire safety?? As the
proponents of the WESTPORT Golf Links LlccClaim that this area is a fire hazard ? these
are wetland!! Disturbing the vegetation leads to erosion!! Is this a ploy of the Parks
management yo by into the idea of the Golf folks claim that there is no wetlands on this
trail. | oppose the destruction of vegetation along this path in the past it has been mowed
a couple of feet on each side some removal of noxious scotch broom.

All of this without any citizen information about why mow so much!!

Citizens of Westport have the right to be informed about the goings on concerning this
area. We want to protect the wetlands, they play a serious part in preventing flooding
and erosion.

| ask that you review the area and have an open mind to be a responsible steward of this
delicate area. Thousands of people come to Westport enjoy the trail and beaches,
contributing much to the economy.

The proposed Golf Links will not only disrupt this environment in so many ways... ie
cochaning the whole environment making it look like a commercial property with kiosk
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es spread around, redistribution of wetland, chemicals seeping into the groundwater and
the ocean affecting both environments land and ocean creatures .

Using the whole perimeter of the 600 acres for the golf course to satisfy just a small
population that are not residence with the promise of attracting more tourism and
booting the economy. False promises at such a high risk. Please pay attention to the
Friends of Grays Harbor. Surfriders Association, The Drift , Audubon Society Friends of
Westport all oppose this idea.

Please be the steward of this area. No more destruction of this beautiful trail that so
many enjoy. Seniors, disabled , young old. Love the scenery to be able to be in banter and
see the ocean. this for us all to enjoy!!

Please be aware of the other golf courses in the are like Icean shores, Cosmopolis,
Cental Park, Elma plenty of 18 holes to satisfy the golfer.

Thank you for your time. 2°

| do not approve of a golf course for the few, stealing the natural legacy of the many. My

children and | walked the path last night at sunset enjoying the light, the breeze, and the
views. Why this land that belongs to every Washingtonian? Surely this wannabe La Jolla
dream can be exercised on private land. %'

Please don’t get rid of Westport Light State Park! It’s our favorite beach in the area and is
loved by so many! #2

The addition of a golf course does not warrant the ecological impact #

Please reconsider not having a golf course. What lands add so much to the beauty and
the function of the ecosystem. Westport really does not need a golf course as it really
isn’t a destination resort. 2

No more golf courses! | do not want to see these beautiful dune/wetlands turned into a
private golf course. Golf courses use lots of chemicals and harm our marine life. This was
proposed many years ago and turned down. Pleas turn it down again. Preserve our wild
spaces!! Thank you. 25

This is not an appropriate use of public lands. Further developmentis NOT sustainable
for the health of our community - human and wildlife. ¢

No! Leave our park natural. Too much development is hurting our tidal lands #’
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