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Backarounds, JZD"

SN ehimovich,

— rleloerL\\c K Of Iy oI Redmonad Shoreline
-ﬂProgram (SMP) update

— r\rlrmrm the Grays Harbor Co. SMP
— Hreokel ed amendments to other SMPs

= \'\e'e ed with the Department of Ecology on SMA and
1\7IA |ssues on a temporary basis
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ean Patterson

— Formerly with Yakima County Planning

— Administered Yakima County SMP, CAO, zoning
ordinance, and SEPA program for 11 years.

— Project Mgr. for Yakima Co. SMP Update
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/ hy the SMP Updatesis

: areﬁportant e

> Vlzrny SHore IRENV/ ESteRRIeuIERSNSIRS)NEVENIGIBEE AN
SOIIIINENE nS|ver Upaated for 80 years, and won't be
|]QFI;L£5‘CL 2galin for another seven years or more. We

yave, 0. Qer L rqat IS tme.

Jl\/lr@ _al directly and indirectly with Puget Sound,
vvm lafis at a tipping peint in its health

-+i:;"_3:i"' CCE eratlng growth and fewer shoreline sites Is placing
"'ef /erincreasing development pressure on Puget Sound

= shorellnes

. Developed and degraded shorelines are more common
than natural conditions, placing shorelines at a tipping
point In their health

e SMPs must prevent further deterioration to shorelines
and turn the trend around with improved conditions
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SHBIEIRE IV emen
ROV IOz, 020 ~ .‘_-'_graph T
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RUAISSE 90 LNErState 1o proviae tor the
rranagerres (it of the SHOIEINES CIFtNE Statervy planning
for arnd fosterineg el rgasogElgleEigelzig gre) o fleiizh Ve
TS ooJJr yIsidesigned to insure the development of
ifiese shorelines in a manner which, while allowing for
Jmureﬁ reduction of rights of the publlc In the navigable

= _-wrtm spulifpremote and enhiance the public interest.

.—,; AiS policy contemplates protecting against adverse
—— féﬁects 10 the public health, the land and Its

= WEegetation and wildlife, and the waters of the
= Staterand thelr aguatic Ilfe while protecting generally
_public rights of navigation and corollary rights
Incidental thereto.”

=



Siierelines Management A
REVVOC "5'8 020 S ‘Paragrapn

--"'__

P

EE sm EINESTOIFSiEN lolersiolp)file:
p RCW 90.56.020:
e and protect the statewide interest over local

2. Hrme -ve the natural character of the shoreline;

;ﬁ—* ‘Intleng term over short term benefit;
— 7" PTﬂteCt uie reseurces anadiecology of the shoreline;

5. Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the
shorelines;

6. Increase recreational opportunities for the public in the
shoreline;

/. Provide for any other element as defined in RCW
90.58.100 deemed appropriate or necessary.



SHpreline Vianagement Act Po |
RC \/\/ 9( 58,020 -‘Th_@gjagra

“Jp)irle Iemen{atlon of this pollcy the publlcs epportunity. to,enjoy:
L /JJcle and aestnetc ¢ ualitizs of natural sforelines of e stere siell
[agel _ O e Qrealest extent ieasiole con3|stent with' the overall
0f the state and the people generally. To this end uses
,f Jaied which are consistent withr control of poIIutlon and
BINEIREEMEOE to) the natural environment, or are unigue to or:
pon Use of the state's shoreline. Alteratlons of the natural
orlelit] :OT the shorelines of the state, in those limited instances when
- aliplo; ed shiall be given_priority for single family residences and their
f}_.,.:r c E{:e"nant structures, ports, shoreline recreational uses including but
;:fﬂﬂt limitedito parks, marinas, piers, and other improvements facilitating
~  [publiciaccess to shorelines of the state, industrial and commercial
-~ “developments which are particularly dependent on their location on or
- use of the shorelines of the state and other development that will provide
an opportunity for substantial numbers of the people to enjoy the
shorelines of the state. Alterations of the natural condition of the
shorelines and shorelands of the state shall be recognized by the
department.”
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Siigreline. Vana em_ent
REVVEO0.58 020 = -a:r..agraph

e ——

srizill g lf lgned and conducted In a
mrnrmeg, I Fminimize, insofar as practicall,
any- uitant damage to the ecology and
__-:; mnment of the shoreline area and any
i[hrerference with the public's use of the
“\Water.




Daconrls enatlons Resultin
REEEXamIning ﬁ-ﬁeﬂ-—SI\/IA po1 Cy/

> rlayve I‘Q( e foc L e
(Ievelgﬁ ment” to protectlng ecologlcal
fune uo_g;

BN/emeed to reconsider what is allowed

= We: need 10 Update the current regulations and
“climinate loopholes

= ed a long-term vision of shorelines

_-.-ll"

_-_--_;:_ — Final state of development under current trends
- Privately owned lake and marine shorelines
® Few undeveloped and functioning areas left in many places

— Necessary Vision

® Protect the remaining functioning shoreline areas

e Shift development emphasis from new development to re-
development
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RECOmMendations P‘e_sultln
RBSEXamining

—pollcy ONL. )

Tria | ICEG ates need! to be evidence and
SCIEN JL:}ie

\Jee:cﬁ ‘be broadly inclusive of the public,

--.-

= _:enand federal agencies, and Indian
== |ﬁes bands, and nations
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Important Concepts
i Implementing the

~ SMA Policy



SIIAPOIIEYAs incorporated inﬁ&-e;:‘
SIVIFP E‘hﬁ% -

ME— i
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- Flye mrlJor fomeou
— No- nJE oss of Ecologlcal EURctions

= ]\/“rur.r on SEqUEnCcIng
N,z fall Impacts can be mitigated on-site

__:— ulatlve Impact Analysis

¥ ---_._—_

=" {,-:.“Restoratlon Planning

:é—"*_-__,
- *Can't accomplish No-Net-Loss without an active

: - restoration strategy

— Shoreline Dependent Uses Analysis
® Preferences for shoreline dependent uses
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NGENET=ICC S%fﬁg_gipgit‘a‘_lﬂiﬁ ction”

SINOENEL-I0 S S| considered in two ways
AT _r.rr rogram level in the SMP’ standards
= At ;; e prOJect review level

- by avﬁes two other important concepts
— "l\/lltlgatlon Seguencing

".
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— — Cumulative Impact Analysis

° Necessﬂates another important concept
— Restoration Planning



Viteetion Seguencmgj.a—r-

> MJFJJcIEJf‘JP SOUENCINGE.
— Avalel 1 npacts first, then minimize, then compensate

Even Wit vJ\/Iltlgatlon Seguencing, every project
CEIIAOE (o) mpletely eliminate Its Impacts

—_ fIJ> C lacement of vegetation and habitat by structures,
— therfacilities, impervious surfaces, and yards

= use off chemicals in yards or around structures
- .' — pets that prey on or drive off fish and wildlife
— night lighting that impacts or drives off fish and wildlife

— machinery & vehicular noise or other human activity that
Impacts or drives off fish and wildlife

=
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siintiative-lmpact Aﬁaivg&

—

- several factors:

mpacts that remain after mitigation
cmg

=1/ _und out of land and water uses

__:* ;_;rf - Continual creep of existing development into

.

_._——

= buffers & critical areas, and the resulting
~ Increased Impacts.

~ — Restoration programs
— Enhancement from new projects



REStoration PlanRegquirem
WAC 17226~ -186(8)(c)

SOIRCOURLIES and citiESiconitaining any shekelines wit
Irngelreelicee) folo)ferzi b)) fions, ma eI pregrams’siha
ineluels .c als and policies that provide for restoration
gigstichiNmpaired ecological functions. These master
orOJrrlm r pvisions shall identify existing policies and
Orogselagss S that contribute to planned restoration goals and
1rl~nr yreny additional policies and programs that local
==government will implement to achieve its goals. These master
== programi elements regarding restoration should make real and
S meaningfuliuse of established or funded nonregulatory policies
"-.‘ and-programs that contribute to restoration of ecological
“functions, and should appropriately consider the direct or
“indirect effects of other regulatory or nonregulatory programs
under other local, state, and federal laws, as well as any
restoration effects that may flow indirectly from shoreline
development regulations and mitigation standards.

—




storatlon Fﬁ an Go
| &201(2)( —

e i

RSIIONE ﬂne ecologlcal functions over time,
| vvf' ] F’Eompared to the status upon
:'e_a epTlon of the master program.’
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RESIONC Prggpts andﬂ\ﬂ:ﬂﬁo?"

- re DIEROILEN]S e riesteration? -o mitigatieREin

eIy 2 pRIVING rEstoration only ternen=
;,Julguzr. oFy/ restoration projects, and applylng mitigation
oRIVAGIrEgulatory permits.
et \/\/ A€ 173-26-186(8)(c) clearly requires consideration
Jf ‘Ui'latory pregrams, Including the shoreline

=10 ;j]atlons In' the Restoration Plan. WAC 173-26-

S 20" ZZ)(f) emphasizes overall improvement of conditions.

—.'-—

= °"*T‘nese two restoration requirements are not limited to
- the traditional view of “restoration”

— Restoration Is used to describe “overall improvement” or
enhancement of conditions

— Where other forms of mitigation cannot prevent development
from causing a net loss of shoreline resources, restoration Is
necessary to mitigate the impacts
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apdations ol

tionPlanning j-""

VieSiNUSdiction have Iarge areas of degraded shorelines

R ENES TN Oy IS OIMEN BITSEICLONS

liclly rJ~ru}ea Nerrestoranon prOJects address only a small
[CENLE0E off degraded areas

de\ JOpment and redevelopment interacts with
I grrl areas that are hundreds of times larger

ERESieration plans must also include the much broader
rtimities available through the regulatory program
ﬂrder te: meet the SMP Guidelines requirements

a> Degraded areas need to be addressed in the SMP
-~ regulations, especially vegetation that is needed to
puffer new and expanded development

~ Project mitigation should improve degraded conditions
because It Is necessary to address the impacts of the
new: or expanded development
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Progles s Addressed by__!_,‘..ﬂ—

Jricitfe] ,Enha,n.___ ment ini the
REGUIaLen Progran:

2 Uglngle igated degradation from 30 years of
EVE 1opment

;ﬁpacts iemaining after mitigation
Ff- ‘“fsequencmg

“® Continual creep of existing development
Into buffers critical areas

* |Viitigates the impacts of new or expanded
development
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SHeIElInE Dependency Use
HEISVIA Pollcy ha@ﬁ:‘r.eference for uses that

IE dejerc:r, ONESHBNEIREIENERS

ISRENTIEL iod of I\/Iitigation SEJUENCING -
?l\/Q](IFI'F‘;‘ the regulation level

- Hrovje 851 /ong-term economic opportunities

| J J,m equences in:

| ~,Uses shipping ports, rec. beaches, restaurants

-—

_f—-__:‘—_- — [Facilities within a project:
® Roads (not water-dependent) v. water crossings
e Utilities (not water-dependent) v. outfalls

— Buffers: Water-dependent facilities and uses need to
be In the buffer by their nature

-




:‘ |n the
?ﬂghOFEHHG Master Program
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'T-Ti] ementatro‘h StrateOiES:

NBEiEt=oss / mltlgdﬁﬁh.sequencm rategy.
ENENCETENSIAIED VA -
Weties ,rJ endency preference strategy
55 a zegres and use table
ments and Mapping
strategy
= e-Pp mlt strategy

--l'-'

#_.o N’gnconformltres strategy

e CAO Integration strategy

® Organization Strategy (General & Tailored)
® Shore-side Structures Strategy

e Strategy for Specific Uses

\



REcomMendations for No-Net-
soVinigatien: Se_ggﬁe'ncmg-l :

0SS+
SNVP™

tructured
dards

. n
2

L |

A Eprogiamilevel, tne
Wit Ot eNISEGUERCI
BAVOIdEce Standards

SVViaiusesi are inappropriate or suitable for different
envt GRIMENLS

3 “= ffers based on science

ﬂ _ Fse Wwater-dependency for allowed uses and meeting buffers
= e _mmlzatlon Standards
_ fPreferences for less impacting methods

%
~ _ ® Require minimization in scope and scale

~ — Compensation/mitigation for impacts

* Reguirements for new development to correct degraded buffers,
and for expansions to improve conditions to mitigate impacts

——

* At the review level, projects must use mitigation
seguencing to deal with site specific impacts



R

ments

Racormlee enatlons for Enha
fiFthe SVIP Regﬁlaﬂtlons —

Aogly ]\/]]I‘JCQIF I SEG RN eIl an e & minimization firs:
Use &) e cement as part ofi mitigation for impacts
\VERERSH ra- uffers can actually do what they: are

SU-Y J:éc

— Hes Stablish degraded buffer vegetation

e jé- pansions of existing development should improve buffers
= = as muchias possible

C: orrect other degraded conditions, where possible
— Remove unneeded structures, bulkheads, fill, etc.

* Provide streamlined process for stand-alone restoration
projects

———
ﬁ—..
- .

~ Place enhancement requirements in General Standards
along with water quality and buffer requirements



r{@r*orr mendations for

__ependgﬁt-—Uses in the SMP

. JrJ(QrQQrd[g_ ifle felgiipzit goifl Lsas clsloliflslcfeeilites
Celf) prely/es varylng |evels of Water-dependency

— Reg ulrl commercial v. restaurant v. kayak rental shop

— Ragele tlal suldivision V. community boating facility

= Stree et v. bridge water crossing

— Sev e'r main v. outfall

- _"""_.il-l-

i—-l"' ] !rﬁToﬂement preference for water dependent uses and
— facilities
= : ~_ For different categories of use, make distinctions between
- different levels of water-dependency
— Apply distinctions across environments
— Use prohibited uses and conditional uses for non-preferred uses

e Apply buffers based on water-dependency



REL rn mendations for
-.-'
Or¢ CJelil -mg U'S‘@P@‘VBWJ

2 pefe

— i eer) II UISE provisions in one location rather

i a,g emg scattered throughout the document

—'E: |1y determine whether something is allowed
=== *'“'T ésny determine the type of review

- — Can keep development standards separate

— Can; still address special cases



RECOMMENdations or Ws@
SMinplement SMA Préferences
=N aler-adepeEndencys _ =
SO AV HERMIGNOLIEREl e VE™
— Less- lmpactlng V. more impacting
- Jcnll OL [ uses with large shoreline impacts

- _ntlate Use-types with categories - no gaps
= ._——\ ater dependency; scale/size; intensity; etc.
-"f;:;--r- ‘Otherwise be very careful to cover all instances

A

—

: Kddress all use-types and categories - no gaps
-~ = Be clear about prohibited uses

— |fia use Is not addressed, it can be allowed as a
conditional use under Ecology’s rules, which can create
problems

— Things not covered usually end up not having
standards to address their impacts



CO"’F‘M" orMISsues fer Use Lim-j;s'
*
> Ptz ene)f té:blg..__ |

-r - —
— {1ng SOMme use JJmlts A takble and seme Inf text
togls |Usiceielcls eLENaCESH o epkafortherules;
J.z ddstmoere confusionand contradictions for
IErs

mmendatlon Put the use limits In the table and
m “development standards in the text, or don’t use a
Se Jrable

=P, Jrtlal coverage of use & modification types

_|-l-"

C o Ww
_rw C‘

@ ‘05 (2
U)

l—l iz

iD

(—

ommermal utilities, fill, etc)

=~ — Not covering the range of possible uses of a use-type
leaves them to be covered by default or accident,
without thoughtful consideration, sometimes with
fewer standards than covered items

— Recommendation: Describe them using categories,
based on water-dependency and/or intensity

§_‘
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Tzi0le

S Evamples from a Well Done Use

Urban

Rural

Conservanc
y

Natural

Urban
Conservancy

COMMERCIAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE USES

Large Commercial uses (more than 1/2 acre
of use area) of a Water Oriented nature,
including marinas.

Small Commercial uses (1/2 acre or less of
use area) of a Water Oriented nature

— Non-Water Oriented Commercial Uses,
except for instances below

= Non-Water Oriented Uses, when set back
from OHWM or wetland edge by either a
public right of way or 100°+ of a separate
parcel

Non-Water Oriented Uses in a mixed use
project that includes a Water Dependant

Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or

Recreational Use

Events and temporary uses involving public
interest (see definition) that do not impair the
shoreline environment




Urban

Rural

Conservancy

Natural

Urban
Conservancy

RECREATION

Indoor Recreation — Reviewed as Commercial
use; see that section of table.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

State owned recreation facilities and ecological
study areas.

Outdoor Recreation of a Non-Water Oriented
nature (sports complex, organized sport fields,
golf course)

Hi-Intensity Outdoor Recreation of a Water
Oriented nature (urban area parks, white water
parks, etc.)

Moderate-Intensity Outdoor Recreation of a
Water Oriented nature (use areas with minor
structures and improvements, such as camp
grounds, picnic facilities, hiking trails,
swimming beaches, fishing sites)

Low-Intensity Outdoor Recreation of a Water
Oriented nature (unimproved use areas, such as
hiking or nature trails, primitive camping areas,
swimming beaches)

Very-Low-Intensity Recreation (wildlife
viewing, scenic vistas, fishing, hunting, rafting,
walking, etc.) See Applicability for activities
not subject to this title.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Events and temporary uses involving public
interest (see definition) that do not impair the
shoreline environment.




RECOMI endations for
=r)Vifell ments-ﬁﬁ‘!d I\/Iappl

- Use @6 0)o)) .“ analrvers u
DJIIF e ‘check lakes acreage V. cut-off
ACTEAGES
S C ___ate maps using polygons - not lines
:,; - Helps ID boundary problems and deal with
- them
~ = Apply environments to all jurisdiction

— Floodplains

— Open water

— Large wetlands




00)] Adations: for

VLo entsgngl Mapmﬁgl'} .a-—
cofrtipltiee

> Aclef e ntlngency for mlssed shorelines

2 Aclel® O' tlngency for created shorelines
— rr e pOI’]dS FESEervoirs, etc.

._f Aelef contlngency for property lines that move

- —
— —
Fl ——

__ E’are seelng use conflicts in open water areas
— :_Some states and localities are using “marine spatial

-~ planning” or “ocean zoning” to address these conflicts
— Shoreline master programs need to do that too for
heavily used parts of the ocean, Puget Sound, and

other open water areas with serious use conflicts



- If using property lines, where does

‘ the environment edge go?
Conservancy /(\. - Upland .
| - Across floodplains
— - Across open water
_ I, What if property lines move?
o ) , | |
I-Intensity Environment Recommendations

-Try to use lines that won't change:
physical features, section lines, etc.
- Deep water environment

- May need parallel environments for
FW/CMZs or some nearshore areas

- May need different environments to
address open water use conflicts

v\‘ River
Shoreline

Conservancy

—>
Ordinary

Conservancy High Marine
Water Shoreline

mark Jurisdiction




RECOMIMERdations, for
Norggel ﬂa’egeiqgl\ie BUffﬂiS} -

SVUSEoE based on suence

I_\ Of]fﬂf‘f\ CC C C\C Cc'(,‘r QC“ T MRAEAT ~n
“rlo-nle oss “reguirement

SMViistat least be as protective as the critical areas
Egulatiens. RCW 90.58.090(4)
r\r)ohv puffers based on water- -dependency

&= \Water-dependent - don’t have to meet buffer requirements for
elr water dependent elements

~ the
‘Water-related - can be in buffer, but meet it if can
a— : —~ Water-enjoyment/Non-water-oriented — need to meet buffer
; - reguirements since they don’t have to be next to water
® Don't weaken with exceptions (trails, utilities)

® Minimum buffers presume intact vegetation

— Require revegetation of degraded buffers for new development and
redevelopment that increases the footprint




AGEILING egetatlve Buffers ;

Urerzl) reas “!E-»

- L e— —

> S0rM2 L]r(r] e areas Ao e tormeet
SCIENICERased bufiers due to degradation by
IECIE vvzu development and veg. removal

Uroa d areas where science-based buffers
sait e used do occur

- _"""_.il-l-

S Small buffers are not based on science, but
frather existing conditions and ease of future
- permitting

~& Small buiffers can’t protect natural features from
Aew iImpacts, even If intact. Small degraded
buffers are even less effective

_.
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=
_—



REGEmMmendations for —
VEGELative Buﬂ%i’-s»m Urba Areas

sl OUITETS canibe acceptanble in urbanlzed
elfelels Jf hey OVEICOME ProklEms

Need t *carefully map areas where smaller

u -rs have to be used, and where larger
_;_., é" eTs can be used

2 Use science-based buffers for relatively intact or
= undeveloped areas, including parks

® For already developed areas, determine buffers
that are suitable for the area and that protect
shoreline functions

_|

i|,j



P{@r*om endations; for -—
JBUELative Buffers in Urban Areas

r{ggujrerrlrl'ce\etcec SitesThaverther ol

pilfierrinstalled so it can perform the bufferlng
'ﬂmwrj 5 from the new development

REGUIre that expansions of existing

deve meents perform enhancement where
S opportinities exist as a form of mitigation

‘ f— Revegetate as much as possible

f._ = — Correct other degradation, where possible

= Small buffers or setbacks and revegetation
- reguirements must be large enough that:

— When combined with enhancement and other
mitigation they result in no net loss

— Can be sustained over time

"ﬁ‘

Y



rgpro? mendations ﬁar“’__‘_
EENIL R evm

mmﬁ N

- East v. West = mstl adm
hearing
— C om:ecr :ence packiash for NO review, or variance as
emmﬁ
- E\ @ff*’e ons abbreviated review
= Only exempt from the permit process
'Stl” meet standards
_:f‘ — Not permission to degrade the shoreline

—

== ._.__n'
e
'IE"""' _
- _,..r -
——

- ® SPP' - Administrative - no hearing

e CUP - Use a hearing - reserve for special cases
— Borderline uses / non-preferred uses
— Nonconforming Uses



RECOMIT natlons f ; _f;

Parnnllie eV|e

— e ——— i
- a

o~ »

SNYENdEIecE - Administrative - no hearing
— Wialgpe ‘ére’ IS @ good reason for not meeting a
Jrrmrlrlre

— h@i of only allow limited modifications due to a lack
- Jﬁ: ansparency

_-"_ -_

= S VZliance — with a hearing
J_-“"*,;:Z Significant departures from the standards
— More accountability

"= Prohibited - can’t allow Reasonable Use as a
\ariance

——

=



RECOMmIMeEndations for -
NElcoRemMmItess -

7 DigtirigUisrrogtwaer diffefgr iy gag s
> Nogigds formlng Use

— orm* Iy not allowed, but legally existing

- J\Jec d5 careful review through a Hearing
= CUS should not be encouraged to continue

e’nconformmg Structure or Area
~ = Include lawns, gardens, parking, etc.

— Just require normal review and avoid extra
requirements

— Don't allow expansions in buffer areas without
permit review to address iImpacts

ﬁ

T,
=
_—



RECOMITIEY a-tions for
Norigomie |tle g.g,or‘nt )J“

JNOrJfDrJI( sliglel o)in \“'G“"

— Protless -Area: chianging firemsiHearng to

Eeff) 'rj" ©n

DO allow new development in buffer without
_r SIiT |t review:

—— ,Exemptlon review is incapable of providing necessary
'—’-*—': = 'j'_ detaill in review & shifts cost of review to taxpayers

= o=
——

-~ Where it is not adequately funded

e Use a “non-hearing” administrative process If it is not
a major departure, reduces costs and time

® Use conditional use permit or variance If significant
Impacts are likely



REGORINE fle étions ETJ;"
NGIICO] Qrmim?@;@m-) s = |

Slelslreviated review process can be
clcceozsw e ‘\Where:
ommon problem, such as small waterfront lots

P process should identify the impacts of
'_ ﬂ_‘eyelopment on lots too small for buffers and put
't?b'gether a mitigation package to address them
ﬂ"—“':_—' ® Require as much buffer as possible

& Reguire replacement mitigation

® Require enhancement as needed to mitigate the remaining
Impacts

——
= e —
E —



—=—3 _¥ SMP.in separate title; adopt CAO by reference

-~ — SMP in separate title; copy critical areas regulations into
the SMP

® Requires expanded shoreline jurisdiction to accommodate
buffers

® Existing agriculture would continue to be regulated by the CAO



Sfdations, on Integratingy.
Adl CAO, (continued) s

2 er el ratm SVIPHIRLG other titles & referencing
CAO C 0)2 ]G
— Ornn-» tltles are designed for different pPuUIfeeSsES

BSIVIATexemptions do not exempt project from policies
zlpje) g gulatlons exemptions In other titles do

= SIVIE 55 regulate activities, not just uses
= .1.4' eak standards and loopholes have to be corrected

= S @thertitle: needs careful review and appropriate
=" --"-:' = modifications to be acceptable for SMP

- & SMVP as separate title with copied parts of CAO is
-~ easlest to construct quickly & accurately, and is
easiest way to modify CAO protection measures
for SMP

® |ntegrated development code can be easier for
staff and the public over the long-term




RiegrationrProblems We've Seenl
Miieppropriate “applicability” off CAG/Deyv. Code

SExeiuding thines reniegsithat degade  Sierelines
— erloor.e prigte exemptions ot matching SMA

s Jnadegf aterbuiifers not based on science

— And | _]owmg Inappropriate uses and activities within
_ ,'( -e"'r-s

- v reduction of buffers to Insignificance

"%‘Eandards that are not tailored to impacts of
~ different types of development.

- New development on nonconforming lots in
buffers with no permit or effective review

® Expansion of nonconforming structures in
buffers with no permit or effective review

|| l!-! h}l'.




RECEMMENdations f’or_)_a_

Ofcfel +zmg SVPs

S UseiSIVIPsGuidelinesiasistanting point
— r\rlrrj |strat|ve and Enforcement Provisions

— r’fOJé t- Review Provisions
(eﬁi ptions/permits)

= -G enerall Standards that apply to all projects

e—— —*'Water guality, vegetation conservation, publlc
___,-_—_f--_-- - access, critical areas, mitigation sequencing &

T

':_”5*.‘ minimization
— Water-dependency and Buffer Standards
— Modifications Standards
— Use Standards



fimendations: for Shorelines

”‘ c IOFFJ-\.. - —
Sxanmoringbut.alse fieod structiine

e S|m|Iar structures

— JMH Jdellnes are specific and provide needed
PIotec "‘ons see WAC 173-26-231(3)(a)

— Qr 37 aIIowed I very specific situations
%‘ed preference for less-impacting methods

— Sea level rise will continue and property owners will
- *be reguesting more armoring as erosion and storm
Intensities increase

® Need to minimize the need as development and
redevelopment occur

* Need effective mitigation such as bulkheads setback behind
restored beaches

S

’ ‘..__‘-_ ..-
—-—-_|-—,—
-.-'.—

.-l'
_."-
i s
I
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PEsemmendations for Shoreli

SlciolliZe tlom-mued

SINEED 1O consider restoration or reduction

r<9f£ val off oselete, non-functional, unnecessary.
FLL tures

Jﬁ ‘need to decrease bulkheaded shorelines to
~ rotect shoreline functions

. —So remoyving bulkheads

- — Orreplacing them with less impacting structures or
_ methods

e Can be one way of mitigating the impacts of
reduced buffers




RECOMIMENTations for -
Slele=side USesw& Struﬂ:ﬂﬁ (conf.s

= _)O(I<J " " =)
— |VIzl] JQ |mpacts on both fresh and! salt water

SINE @preference for less-impacting facilities
ng buoys, etc.

= \ (o) net Increase In overwater structures
S, hould pe allowed

-—_|-.—.-
- __—H-_-

5—’:’ f"“ ~  ®Remove obsolete, non-functional, unnecessary

T,
- =
_—

~—_ —— structures
- e Reduce sizes of existing structures as a condition
of allowing new ones

— Need to protect important habitats from docks
and piers



ReC@“

—~ r
Sf r

> Docks & oJerJ GO m
SNEVS deVISIonS need to provide community facilities
- J\JJ 1 nndual docks

- J\ 2 él limits on the size (sg. ft., % water coverage, etc.)

— EXI 1ng waterfiront lots should try to share existing
o mlltles Or use public facilities

_- : —New facilities for existing waterfront lots need to be
-~ shared with adjacent lots

— Waterfiront multi-family should not have accessory
docks - only permit as a “Boating Facility”
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RECOIMMEr atlonsf@‘r
Shor__ '

Cle coe
— Nayws
orovlr e communlty faC|I|t|es
— EQ O share existing access or use public access

== fe'w structures for existing lots need to be
,:::shared

_—

'u:h-
i il
e



{ega‘ MeERdations ey S ——
SHENE=SIOE Us%StrueturgE} _—
GO N — .

PIISIIC A f*‘?ess |
— A orjm 3-/ objectlve off SMA Palicy

Hu._ojg lise and access to the waters of the state is one of the
_ uﬁ?@iﬂents of the Public Trust Doctrine
iﬁcludes specific requirements in WAC 173-26-221(4)

TMost developments are required to provide public access

: ;"-'_ ® Not single-family home construction

-~ = Not subdivisions of four or fewer lots

; — Public access benefits property owners by reducing trespass

— Well designed public access can minimize potential conflicts,
reduce trespassing, and minimize impacts to fragile locations

— Need standards to protect shoreline resources



Jﬂ-

AUErESSED

:lzed facilities (terminals, depots, maintenance) should be
J: as, commercial or industrial uses

on J/ w_é 2Nl no alternative, and as far from shoreline as possible
fF taodplams construct at grade or provide flood water pass-
ough

== S equwe disclosure of excess material disposal before approval -
"'_' f:can cause more damage than road

= é_ _— Don't eut off hydrologic features

S

=~ — Minimize number of bridges: alternative access points, share
= existing, share new bridges with adjacent lots

® Bridges should span OHWM & floodway
® Bridges should take channel migration zones into account




~ Recommendations,for =

SPECIfic Issues,. - J*‘ﬁ""

- UrJJJr/ INES: albove groun‘d & elew greund

— Alsg cld(lfdz)\ ajeIMECiEsSNEEWE Bl RSy Wate e atment;
WIS stations) substations, pewer generation) specifically
zigd JJm 10 Water- dependent

— ,—\\/OJFI S|on fallures due to stream bed mobilization:

=Hlinr o annel migration zone (CMZ) or floodway and near streams,
= c;ate A feet below bed or 1/3 of bankfull depth

e—:mstallatlon method preference list to reduce impacts:
.*#“-Clear span, attach to bridge, boring, plowing, trenching

,'.-ll'l"
——

~ — In high groundwater areas, prevent french-drain effects
~ from draining/ rerouting groundwater patterns that support
wetlands and streams

— Assoclated roads treated separately
— Return grade to previous or better condition

— Require disclosure of excess material disposal before
approval - can cause more damage than utility
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nendations for —
L ‘ - Jb’

S

el er-dependent, so is a preferred use

— Jop Jump all methods together, different
mr ods nave different impacts

= cology IS working on guidance

”I\/Iay need to limit from certain areas
=T—~',;_- - ®|ssues for ecologically intact areas

— Reasonably address aesthetic issues for
residences if they are likely

— Cumulative impacts of heavy disturbance/
blanket methods need to be addressed

—
—

_|-l-"
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BESSENS earned: .
= Mitiersg smformal Hi~flow:

e

> Locall go\/em entsend GitiZens aroupsH segtordor s
frlyEee stlng for their members the general
pudliciand folks attending) meetings

= Int _*medla

_‘:#é web5|tes

= As the public comes into meetings
At meetings

'° The public cares about water quality and other
ISsues, will accept doing the right thing If it Is
explained to them
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governments can only go so far, will have to
= be the “heavy” sometimes

— Citizen groups plan on being a back stop to
Ecology, policy makers need to know that too

1"1
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Acleliile) ﬂ‘e@gree

- Eulog/ Shoreling l/rlmcrﬁrnerﬁ"/ ebpage:
neto: //WW\\ e RO Y/ I euIeiiiS/SE/SHia/INCEX: tmli

=Ofee st of ﬁubllc domain scientific information ncluding

JrJIOchILJQ 0 stream, lake, and marine buffers see

EULOTEVISE 5 CAO on CD. The table of contents with

JISE :e e documents Is available at:

=—— _m‘Eﬁ Juturewise.org/resources/publications/Read

e )0/ Me%ZO-

— *"*%ZODocuments%ZOon%ZOth|S%20CD%ZOSeDt%20200

—— 'Q'Qdf

- & You can find out more information on Marine Spatial
Planning or Ocean Zoning at the Marine Management &
Ecosystems webpages:
http://depts.washington.edu/meam/COZ.hitm



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sma/index.html
http://www.futurewise.org/resources/publications/Read Me - Documents on this CD Sept 2009.pdf
http://www.futurewise.org/resources/publications/Read Me - Documents on this CD Sept 2009.pdf
http://www.futurewise.org/resources/publications/Read Me - Documents on this CD Sept 2009.pdf
http://www.futurewise.org/resources/publications/Read Me - Documents on this CD Sept 2009.pdf
http://depts.washington.edu/meam/COZ.htm
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