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Melissa Malouf Belz
Community and Economic Development
Application Comment for No. 22-19 and 22-21
Tuesday, May 10, 2022 12:08:05 PM

Hi Nathan or others,
I'm writing in response to a Public Notice for a Variance and Env Sensitive Area Permit. I
received this because I own a house within 30 feet of a property looking to build a home. I'm
not actually sure how to submit comment in writing so I'm hoping this works. Please let me
know if I have to do something else.
Applicant: James Niederschmidt, Parcel # 063000028440, Zone R7 & PBP.
Looking to reduce rear and side yard setbacks and waive residential off-street parking req.
I support the construction of more homes in Port Angeles and improvement of land along the
ravines, so I don't want to stand in the way of that as long as:
The house square footage is modest. Asking for a variance on setback, yet building a large
house is not respectful of direct neighbors.
Street parking is acceptable for two cars (another reason for a modest scale home) and parking
and storage of additional items (trailers, construction storage trailers, boats, campers, RVs,
etc) is not acceptable use of public right of way for private long term parking and storage.
Our town has a lot of challenges with trailer and camper parking on the street, as well as
abandoned vehicles on the street. This problem needs more attention and
enforcement generally, and I'm conscious that new homes that omit off-street parking can add
to the problem. That is why language that clearly outlines parameters for neighborly action is
warranted in cases like this.
Please take this into consideration and add appropriate wording for home scale (square footage
or footprint limit) and limit to and restriction of what can be parked on the surrounding street.
thank you,
Melissa Belz
508-373-6211
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Ted Allison
Community and Economic Development
dougfir808@yahoo.com
Public Comment for PZ 22-19 and 22-21
Thursday, April 28, 2022 9:37:59 PM

To: City of Port Angeles, SEPA Responsible Official,
Please withdraw the SEPA determination of non-significance and disapprove these permit
applications.
It is not appropriate to permit a private development in the environmentally sensitive area
along Peabody Creek.
The stream is a sensitive site and needs to be protected by retaining the vegetation and
protecting the unstable soils along the stream. The stream needs shade and natural erosion
protection in the sensitive area to protect it adequately.
It doesn’t make sense to allow further development along the stream and degrade the water
quality and aquatic habitat even further than it already has been degraded by development.
Aren’t sensitive sites supposed to be protected under the state and federal environmental
protection rules and laws?
There is no proper way to mitigate the impacts from human development in an
environmentally sensitive site. Don’t let the relative ease of approving a permit allow the
destruction of the sensitive site. In fact, it should be against the law to allow this to happen.
Fish runs are already severely impacted in this stream due to downstream developments.
This property involved doesn’t have a suitable buildable site outside of environmentally
sensitive areas. An option that needs to be considered is purchasing this property from the
landowner to protect the sensitive site. Then the landowner could build elsewhere in a suitable
building site, outside of critical habitats.
Please consider these comments and reconsider allowing the damage that will certainly occur
from development of the site. There is very little area mapped as environmentally sensitive in
The City of Port Angeles. It just doesn’t make any sense to allow it to be developed.
Regards,
/s/ Ted Allison
PO Box 421
Port Angeles Washington 98362
Please respond so that I know my comments have become part of the public record.
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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Karla Manchester
Community and Economic Development
Public comment PZ. 22-19 and 22-21
Sunday, May 8, 2022 12:20:47 PM

To: City of Port Angeles SEPA Responsible Officials
Please disapprove permits development permits on this parcel and issue a SEPA determination
of significance.
It is not appropriate to allow development intrusion into the environmentally sensitive area
along Peabody Creek.
This parcel doesn’t have a suitable building site. There are unstable slopes and sensitive
habitats along this portion of Peabody Creek. These sensitive sites are supposed to be
protected under current critical areas rules.
Development of the sensitive site will further degrade the water quality and aquatic habitat of
Peabody Creek.
In summary, these permits need to be disapproved because there is no suitable mitigation for
the environmental impacts associated with it.
Regards,
Karla Manchester
Resident, City of Port Angeles
Please respond so that I know my comments are part of the public record.
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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Brown, Adam B (DFW)
Community and Economic Development; Emma Bolin; Ben Braudrick
Zitomer, Danielle R (DFW)
PZ 21-19 (Variance) and PZ 22-21(ESA) SEPA Checklist Public Notice
Monday, May 23, 2022 11:15:49 AM
image001.png

To Whom It May Concern,
RE: PZ 21-19 (Variance) and PZ 22-21(ESA) SEPA Checklist Public Notice
Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced proposal. The Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the documents provided by the City of Port
Angeles and provides the following comments. It is our understanding that this proposal is for two
variances requesting a reduction in the rear setback from 20 feet to 2 feet and a reduction in the
side setback from 13 feet to 2 feet.
The subject parcel is adjacent to the Peabody Creek stream corridor (a Type 2 stream) and subject to
a 250 foot buffer measured from the OHWM (Per PAMC 15.20.070). Additionally, there are steep
slopes on this parcel suggesting that Peabody Creek is contained within a ravine and would be
subject to a 200 foot buffer as measured from the top of the slope (Per PAMC 15.20.070 B.1.).
Given these site conditions, WDFW offers the following input for consideration:
Since property appears to be completely encumbered by the buffers associated with Peabody Creek,
these variance requests should include a variance to the stream buffer.
We ask that the City include WDFW in future communication or visits planned for this project so that
we can provide technical assistance and aid the City in achieving no net loss of the riparian habitat
function on this property. Thank you for considering these comments in your review. Please contact
me to discuss any questions you might have.

Adam Brown
(he/him)
Habitat Biologist, Region 6
450 Port Orchard Blvd, Suite 290
Port Orchard, WA 98366
adam.brown@dfw.wa.gov
New Phone # 360-890-5912
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Ted Allison <dougfir808@yahoo.com>
Saturday, July 23, 2022 10:13 AM
Community and Economic Development
Public hearing comment PZ-22-19

To: Hearings ExaminerPlease accept this public comment regarding the development application PZ-22-19.
Please disapprove this development application based on the following reasons:
1. The loss of the vegetative stream buffer on Peabody Creek, due to this proposed action, would be
allowing permanent damage to the stream that cannot be mitigated. This stream is already degraded
due to multiple other previous developments downstream including human caused fish barriers and
human developments inside the sensitive critical area buffer.
2. There is also an unstable slope adjacent to Peabody Creek in this proposal. This proposed action
increases the potential for direct failure of the unstable slope to deliver sediment and debris to the
stream. Such slope failures as this could cause sediment and debris to enter the stream system. This
increases the chances of a direct public safety hazard due to being located upstream of several public
road culverts and other private properties are in danger because of the potential damages from slope
failures.
3. Sensitive sites and critical areas should not be jeopardized because a land parcel doesn’t have an
adequate and safe building site.
4. An alternative should be considered that includes compensating the landowner for protecting
these public resources: water quality, fish habitat, public safety and public infrastructure.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Please let us know when our comments are received and become part of the public record.
Ted Allison and Karla Manchester
PO Box 421
Port Angeles WA 98362
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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