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GUIDELINES at WAC 173-26

Shoreline Management Act
directs Ecology to provide
Guidelines for local master
programs.

The 2003 Guidelines are adopted
into Washington Administrative
Code (Rules based on law).

Guidelines include required
contents and policies for SMPs,
and the supporting documents.

Provides a basis for Ecology to
determine if an SMP can achieve
No Net Loss of Ecological
Functions on both a project and
city-wide scale.
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~What is the No Net

e “Master programs shall contain
policies that assure at minimum,
no net loss of shoreline
ecological functions necessary to
sustain shoreline natural
resources” (WAC 173-26-201(2)(c)

e Starting point is shoreline
conditions as they exist today.

e Recognizes new development
will occur. Directs us to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate adverse
impacts.

Loss standard?




e — B
Things to keep in mind........

Existing conditions: urban vs rural and residential vs.
industrial

Landscape: processes/functions

Anticipated Development: known or unknown
1mpacts

SMP-update objective: maintain ecological functions -

offset (new) anticipated impacts from allowed SMP
uses.
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SMP Update Steps

e |nitiate Public Outreach and Participation
e Inventory and Characterize Shoreline Conditions

* Prepare a Land Use Analysis

e Develop Policies and Regulations

e Prepare a Restoration Plan

* Prepare a Cumulative Impacts Analysis

e Local SMP Adoption



Inventory & Characterization

Reach-based Analysis

e SMP Development began with a
careful review of existing
shoreline conditions.

City of Bremerton
Shoreline Master Program

Draft

e Used existing, available and
appropriate scientific
information.

Shoreline Inventory and Analysis

velopment

o e |nventory/Characterization
hitheht et A documents shoreline uses and
ecological resources and

) e

conditions across 43 reaches.

Parametrix

S e This becomes the foundation for
everything else in an SMP. ﬂ
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Shoreline Master Program Update
City of Bremerton
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Shoreline Master Program Update
City of Bremerton
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Ostrich Bay: Riparian Function
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Industrial Shorelines
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Setbacks and Buffers
Structure Setback from Ordinary
High Water Mark {OHWM)-
Minimum?
Water-dependent Use 100 ft. 100 ft. None? None? None
Water-related or Water 100 ft. 100 ft. 100 ft.2 100 ft. ¢ None
Enjoyment Use
Non-Water-oriented Use 100 ft. 100 ft. 100 ft.? 100 ft.° None

Front Yard, Side Yard, and Rear
Yard Setbacks

Governed by underlying zoning in RMC 4-2 except in cases where specific
shoreline performance standards provide otherwise. Variance from the front
and side yard standards may be granted administratively if needed to meet the
established sethack from OHWM, as specified in this section and if standard
variance criteria are met.

Vegetation Conservation Buffer 100 ft. | 100 f. |100f.2 [100ft. %5 | None |
Building Height- Maximum
In water Not Not 35 ft.5 35 ft.5 35 ft.5
allowed allowed
Within 100 feet of OHWM Not Not 35ft.7 35 ft.B Governed by
allowed allowed underlying
zoning in RMC




—_—

Table 4-3-080.F.1.]. Vegetation Conservation Buffer Standards by Reach
The following table identifies the performance standards for maintenance and restoration of the vegetation conservation buffer and
shall be applied if required by the use regulations or development standards of the Shoreline Master Program.

SHORELINE REACH | Vegetation Conservation Objectives

Lake Washington

Lake Washington This developed primarily single-family area provides primarily lawn and ornamental
Reach Aand B vegetation at the shoreline. Opportunities to limit ongoing adverse impacts shall be

implemented through providing for native vegetation in buffers adjacent to the water
based on the standards related to lot depth together with replacement of shoreline
armoring with soft shoreline protection incorporating vegetation.

Lake Washington If areas redevelop, the full 100 foot buffer of native vegetation shall be provided, except
Reach C where water-dependent uses are located.

Lake Washington This developed primarily single-family area provides primarily lawn and ornamental
ReachDandE vegetation at the shoreline. Opportunities to limit ongoing adverse impacts shall be

implemented through providing for native vegetation in buffers adjacent to the water
based on the standards related to lot depth together with replacement of shoreline
armoring with soft shoreline protection incorporating vegetation.

Lake Washington Enhancement of native riparian vegetation shall be implemented as part of park

Reach F management, balanced with opportunities to provide public visual and physical access to
the shoreline. The city may fund shoreline enhancement through fees paid for off-site
mitigation from development elsewhere on Lake Washington.

Lake Washington Enhancement of native riparian vegetation shall be implemented as part of park
~Reacire LG4 ={a =i ittt |:Lmeﬁmwmmmm;nluli:y L)
opportunities to provide public visual and physical access to the shoreline including over
water structures, supporting concessions, boat launch and public beach facilities.
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“ACumulative Impacts Analysis in
support of the SMP update should:

Utilize baseline info from the
Inventory/Characterization

Assess reasonable foreseeable future development
allowed through the updated SMP;

Demonstrate how (specific) policies, regulations and
environment designations identified in the updated
SMP will achieve no net loss of shoreline functions;

Include consideration of beneficial effects of any
regulation programs beyond the SMP



Cumulative Impacts Analysis

No Net Loss -How do we do it?

e Two scales: Plan level
e Individual project level

Carefully designate properties
e New Standards - Setbacks, vegetation, lighting, water quality;, etc.
e Require developments to mitigate their impacts
e Avoid impacts
e Minimize impacts
e Mitigate for unavoidable impacts

Create opportunities/incentives for restoration



Table 17-4

Portion of Kent Cumulative Impacts Analysis Table
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Shoreline
Segment

Existing Conditians

Likely DevelGpment f Functions of
Frocesses Potentially Impacted

Effect of SMP Provisions

Effect of Other Development and Restoration
Actlivities ! Programs

Hat Effoct

HIGH INTENSITY

Green River (all
or portions of
segmenis B1-7
and PAA.BT ac
desoribed in SMP
Section 2C.2d
and Appendix &
of the SMP)

Thes= segments nclude
arzas generally
daminated by
commereisl and
imdustial uses. This
inoludes industrial oreas
Just esst and wesl af 3R
187 (near SE 238" 5t),
along Russell Road
beetwean -5 and 5R
187, and nesr Briccos
Park (ju=t south of 5
1807 51 Uses are
gemerally one-siony
buildings surmounded by
surface packing lots. A
majority of tha buldings
ara separated from the
shorelinge by the Green
River Trall corndor and
Urban Conservancy —
Oipen Space
enviranment
designation.

Future Development: [t = liksly that
ungerdeveloped shomeine propertes
(approximatzly 1,000 feet of shoreline) will,
over fime. coreert folane- to rmoderate-seals
industrial uses. Remaining asas are bult-out
and thus unlikely to undergo exiznsive
redevelopmant.

Functicns/Precesses Impacted:

1. Hydrology: Bacause of the postion of tha
patental new development relative to the
river and the levee, potential impacts are
generally related o ndirect effects of new
impeniicus surface and stormwater
manapement an ydrelogic processss (ses
Tabla 1da of the Final Shoreline lnventory
and Analyais Rzporf). Perthe analy=is in
Tabl2 14a of the Final Stcreline inveaiory
and Analysis Repart, hyporheic function
currenily is low because of past
hydmmediications o the system

P

. Wegetation and habiat: Upland and aguatic
habitat and vegetaton functlons related to
the Grzen River shareline woulkd e largely
unafiected by new and redevelopmeant.

The function of all leveed Gresn Fiver
=egments iz likely i@ improve over time with
Implemzntation of ievee Improvements. Even
in the most constrained porons of the High-
Intensity enwirnrment. fhe reconsfructed leves
would lkaly include improved riparian
vegeator an the watensmrd zid=, large woody
debris, and possibly reduced bank slope or an
Increased levee setback. Reconsinucton of
levees o include benchas can allow overbank
fiooding of the bench. thus contibuting fo
rechoration of scolegica fisrctions that protesd
ond improwe water quality and wildlife habitat

SMP policies for the *High Int=nsity” snvironment (ses=
Section 2122 n the SMP) state that:

s 'Dewbpments inthe 'High-lntensity’ smvirsonmsnt
=hould ba managed so that they enhanoa and
mairitain the shorelings for a variety of urban
usse, with prionty gven 1o water-depencant,
water-elated and wasrenjoyment uses.”

& ‘In ordar to maka maximum vsa of the svailabla
shareline resowce and {o accommodate future
water-oriented uses, shoreling restoration andion
pubde access, e redevelopment and renawal of
substandard, degraded. obsoletz urban sharslne

arszz should be sncoursgsd ™

All private developmeni would be subject io 140- or
150-Tfoot sethacks D&'PEI'I:']I"IE Lpen whether a leves 5
present | 140 feet if a levee is present and 1350 feetif
no levee is present) (SMP Section 3.B.1.2.7). AllH-
desgnalad areas and assocalsd new and e-
devalopmant on tha Grean Rivar are located landward
of the =xisling kevee.

The SMP (and by reference the cridical arsas
regulations) prohibits projects that “cause siprificant
scological impactks. . unless mitigaisd scoording t2”
standard mitigation sequendng cullined in Section
3B4c4

SMP Sections 3.B.5 (Fosd Hazard Reducfion and
Riwer Corridor Management] and 3.8.12 (Wafer
Chuslity and Cuantity) hawe o numbsr of provisons
thatwill minimize adwers= modificabions to the river
chanre=l that might further impair water qualty or
water mevement through e system.

The Commersial Development siandards (Section
6.C 4.0 4) stipulaba thiat “All mew commarcial
development proposals will be reviewed by the Gity
for ecologica resioraton and pubdic sccess
opporunities. When restoration or public access
plans indicate opportunities exst, the City may require
that those opoorunties are sifher mplemented as

Ay in- or over-water {including wetands) propozals
would require revew not only by the City of Kent,
but also by the Washington Depariment of Fish and
Widife INDFW)_ the LS. Ammv Coms of Enainesrs
[Corpe), andior the Washingfon Department of
Ewology. Each of these agencies iz charged with
regulating andfor prolecing streamss, kakes, and
wetlands, and would impose certaln oesign or
mitigafion reguirements on applicants. A project
that includes. stream. lake. or wefand fill would
require Campe review snd parmitting. Far cimilar
projects along the Gres=n River, a Biological
Evalksstion weulkd be prepared fo azsess projedd
mpacts on bsted fish and wildife, and that
document wiould be routed fo LS. Fish and Wildife
Sendce and Mationsl Marine Fishenes Senvize for
Endanparad Spacies Act review. These sgenciss
would alzo impaza cartain dasign and mitigation
requirenents on & proposed project to minimize
BOVErse IMpecis.

A= mentioned in the Final Shoreline fnvendan: snd
Analysiz Rapod, the City cumently veas its 2002
Hent Surfase Water Deoign aneai, which iz an
addendum o the 1598 Hing Counly Surfade Walksr
Design Manuai. The Gity will be updating s
Surface Waler Design Manwal as pari of the
MPOES Phasa |l permrit requiremeant. Both
Ecology's 2008 Stommwater Management Manual
fior Wastern Washingfon and Fing Sounfy's 2005
Surface Waler Design Manual will be evaluated as
the NFOES Fhase I pamiit requires hiat the Oty
use minimum requirements that are eguivalent to
Ecoleav's manual. Use ofthe current and future
updated ctormwaiar manuale will encure that
storrmwatar managamant i= effecivaly dasigned o
minimize’eiminate consiruction- and operations-
reigisd siomwater runo Impacis and mitigate any
potential remaining adverse affects.

Tha Matural Resources saction of tha Land Usa
chapter of e City of Kent's Comprehensive Plan
contains a number of general and specilic goals
and policies that cirect the Gy to permit and

Becauze= of the developed
nature of this environmen
and redevelopmeant
pressunss. unmtinated ne
daveloomant has the
potential to further degrad
the baseline condition. 5t
mplementstion of the SMI
and #he oritical areas
regulstbions wil be needed
minimize irpack, and i
expected fo result in the
leng-term improvement in
epdiogical funcbon.
Specifically. requirements
stormwatsr mansasment.
minimiraion of Mpervious
sufeca, and nstallabon o
native vegetation wil help
minimize and mitigaie
impacts.

Furthar the planned
implementation of the: Gre
Riwer leves reconsriciion
and numerous ather proje
under 'WRIA &, the
GreeniDiwamish Ecosyst
Restoration Proect, and #
Kirg County Flood Contro
District, enswe hat
ectlogical functon will be
substantially mproved in t
lang-term




Key Landscape
Process

Aquatic Habitat:
Adjacent Upland

Lake Washington

Physical or
Biological
Function

Shade and
temperature

Vegetation

regulation
Organic input

Sources of Human
Disturbance

Reach Level: Loss

of upland buffers
result in higher
temperatures and

to food chain

reduced organic

matter

Current Trends
or Effect of
Current

Regulations

Reach Level:
Lake WA has
little mature
vegetation.
Could affect
nearshore
habitat critical

to juvenile
salmon

Proposed SMP
Programs to
Protect or Restore
Processes and
Functions

4-3-090.G
Veg. Conservation

4-3-090 A.
Shoreline
Stabilization:
minimizing
shoreline
alteration should
enhance buffers
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d lopment, |'|1|t|gE|t“}|'| designations
Lower permitted & (Off-site & Restoration
exempt on-site) opportunities
Inventory &
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= D l Degraded D I
Figure 4-1: During the SMP update process, local governments should use existing shoreline conditions as the
baseline for measuring no net loss of shoreline ecological functions.




SMP Changes

Increased number of shorelines covered.

More site and use-specific policies and regulations to achieve no net
loss; while providing development flexibility & certainty.

New Environment Designations, more specific to the uses and ecological
conditions.

New dock specifications consistent with federal regulations.
Limits on impervious surface in first 100 ft from OHWM-by reach.

Vegetation Conservation Requirements and incentives for first 100-feet
from OHWM - developed on a reach-specific basis.

Shoreline Stabilization - new development required to be placed to
avoid need for bulkhead protection. Where shoreline protection need is
demonstrated, a hierarchy of preferences from hard armoring (the least
preferred) to soft techniques, with nonstructural being most preferred.

Incentives to remove bulkheads and add native vegetation.
Regulations that have demonstrated the potential to get to no net loss.



