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I KIRKLAND IN CONTEXT

KIRKLAND
* Population - 88,000

* 10 miles of shoreline along
the eastern shore of Lake
Washington

* Shoreline Master Program
adopted August 2010

» Half of the shoreline is
designated Low Density
Residential

* Majority of developed
property have hard
armoring/bulkheads
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PLANNING AND BUILDING
DEPARTMENT
* Building Division
* Permit Review
* Structural
* Electrical
* Inspection
* Planning Division
* Long Range
* Comp Plan
 Zoning Code
Amendment
* Other Long Range
Projects
* Current Planning
* Land Use Review
* Building Permit
Review
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I MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
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We are here
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I REASONS FOR
MONITORING

STEP ONE

UPDATED SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM
AUGUST 2010

NO NET LOSS OF ECOLOGICAL FUNCTION

DEVELOP USEABLE DATA TO TRACK
SUCCESSES AND/OR FAILURES

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY PERIODIC REVIEW
WAC REQUIREMENTS



I ESTABLISH KEY OBJECTIVES AND STUDY QUESTIQUE‘O )

STEP TWO
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DATA COLLECTION

What are all the
values, figures, and
other possible data

the City may want to
collect?

GOALS PURPOSE & INTENTADMINISTRATION

What are the short Do the figures being Can code
term and long term collected capture administrators apply
goals the SMP the required the code and collect
codes are intended  information to show the data without
to achieve? whether or not the being unnecessarily
City is maintaining burdened?

ecological function

and following the

purpose and intent
of the SMP?

BUILD CONCENSUS

Will the data be
useful in future
discussions with
citizens, council, or
commission
members?



DES THE MONITORING
PROGRAM
ST E

- Spreadsheet Tracking: Excel
- Simple
Effective
Accessible
Short Term data collection
Easily Modified

- Permit Tracking Software Development
(EnerGov)

- Developed reviews and holds for
specific project types

- Long Term data collection

- Reporting capabilities

- Fee, security, inspection, and plan
tracking




FRAME A ALY
:

DETERMINE THE MONITORING TIME

I STEP F OUR

* Programmatic — Ongoing
* Interim internal check-ins
* Eight year review — Reporting




I EVALUATE RESULTS & MAKE RECOMMENDATION&-*%’%
<

STEP FIVE o

* Interim check-in points GE |
* What have we found? § §0 mewss Sosl  INWATER

an : Approximgtely ha'lfan
Final 8 year results (next st A
year) S gad U ” ' A ; ‘ ;:,' * 50 piles removed
* Work Program TN . Over 6000 SF of inwater
- e Rkl ! o enhancement established
*Long Range a.nd R TN IN THE RIPARIAN
Current Planning - e W L ARea

230 feet of bulkhead

COO rdlnatlon i &3 b " removed, replaced with

= : - ST N T soft shorelines
¢ Recom mendatlons 3 " & ,v.. : % ': " '. + 10,300 SF of structures
° ReV|eW Code ,. \ '-;- .2 - e _‘ L ;eertg(;\éid from shoreline
Ad mIHIStrathn = Y ‘o8 o J * 149 Native Trees Planted

i Update TraCklng aS . ' . V'8 & . Ove hglfn acreof native




ADMINITRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

I NTERNAL STATFTF REVIEW

Are we achieving the
key objectives and
study questions?

i ; 2 SHORELINE
Have we installed any L AeES Be e PLANTING IMPROVEMENTS PER PLAN
roadblocks to
educating the public
on the benefits of a

healthy shoreline? ! A s |/ 7 ; ; 812" WELL DRAINING TOP S0IL
' - b \ W/ 2" COMPOST MULCH (TYP.)

What internal steps 2 S e S N B R S DR S PR b R e ety

X G ELEV 2780 o - i s \ 5
are working or could e T R e T F T i COMPACTED i MINUS SUBBASE

APPROX. EX. SUBSTRATE

be improved in order

to maximize e g s [~
. . - 2-3 MAN BOULDERS TOI BE
LAKEBED GRAVELS W/ —— o .
compllance Wlth the S IS EFARRING BRAVEL MCCRR) ?;?Ssggﬁ:v\ﬁﬁfewémvm S SET ABV. OHWM TYP,
purpose and intent of DEPTH VARIES FROM 2-12° e PR L B SLOUGH SEDGES
DEPTH VARIES FROM 2-12 ek
EX. STEM WALL & FOOTING TO REMAIN ANCHORED AND PLANTED

the SMP and SMA? FOR STABILIZATION W/ 34" ROUND COBBLE (TYP )
NOTE: EXACT SIZE & SHAPE N.T.S.

Are our permit processes helping or hindering the recording of this data?
Are there any ways to incentivize additional shoreline enhancements?
Are there any roadblocks for homeowners to propose voluntary shoreline enhancement plans?
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Christian Geitz, Planner

City of Kirkland Planning and Building
425.587.3246
cgeitz@kirklandwa.gov




