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Welcome
YOU ARE IN THE RIGHT SPOT. WE WILL START AT 9:00 AM.
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Shorelines
Critical Area and Shoreline Protection Under
the Shoreline Management Act
MARCH 3, 2021
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2021 Adaptive Management Workshop Series
Welcome you are in the right place – Details to Come
Shorelines
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2021 Critical Areas and Shoreline Monitoring &
Adaptive Management Online Workshops
Click in between to
change size
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Visit Project Website for More Information
https://www.ezview.wa.gov/site/alias__1992/37576/overview.aspx
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2021 Adaptive Management Workshop Series
This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency under assistance agreement PC-01J2230116-05251 through the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife.
The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the
Environmental Protection Agency or the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, nor
does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or
recommendation for use
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American Planning Association
Education Credit
GO TO: HTTPS://PLANNING.ORG/EVENTS/EVENTMULTI/9210027/
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Land Acknowledgment
Discover which tribal lands you reside on text your zip code to (907) 312-5085.
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Poll

What size
jurisdiction do you
work with?

What is your role?

How long have you
worked on critical
areas?
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Poll

Do you work directly with a
local Shoreline Master
Program in either a
planning or permitting
capacity
11

Meet Your Presenter
Misty is the statewide Shoreline Management Policy Lead with the
Washington State Department of Ecology. In that role, she deals with
complex shoreline management issues; researching, developing and
implementing new shoreline planning policies, procedures and
initiatives; coordinating shoreline planning and permitting activities to
ensure statewide consistency; and providing technical support and
guidance to SEA program planning staff statewide. Misty has been with
Ecology for 6 years and previously worked in environmental
planning/permitting for the City of Tacoma. She has a BS in
environmental policy and land management from the University of
California, Berkeley.
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Shorelines

Shoreline Management Act
One of many regulations

• Many layers of laws and rules:
• Local codes, e.g., Zoning, Clearing & Grading, floodplain permit, etc.
• Other state laws, e.g., WDFW Hydraulic Code permit, DNR Aquatic Lands
lease, 401 WQ Certification,
• Federal, e.g., Corps of Engineers permits
14
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State Law
(Legislature)

Shoreline Management Partnership

State Rules
(Ecology)

39 county
SMPs

“a cooperative program between
local governments and the state”

Counties, cities, and towns develop
tailored local SMPs based on Ecology
rule

220
city/town
SMPs
15

Learning Objectives
• To cover the role of local governments in shoreline
and critical area protection.
• To establish a common understanding of critical areas
protection within the shoreline jurisdiction.
• Explore ways to utilize your permit feedback loop to
adaptively manage your SMP.

16
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Key Questions we hope to answer
• Why you should monitor shoreline development?
• What should be monitored or tracked?
• How does this monitoring information inform an
adaptive management feedback loop?
• What changes can be made in response to the
information that is gathered?

17

What we will cover
• No net loss of shoreline ecological functions standard.
• Documentation requirements for project review
actions in shoreline areas.
• Recommendations for monitoring and tracking
shoreline impacts.
• Mechanism for adaptively managing SMPs.

18
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State and Local Government
Roles in Shoreline Protection
under the SMA

Shoreline Management Act (SMA) –
RCW 90.58
Adopted in 1971 and ratified by voters in 1972 to:
“prevent the inherent harm in an uncoordinated and piecemeal development of
the state’s shorelines.”
RCW 90.58.050
This chapter establishes a cooperative program… between local government
and the state.
SMA policies
There are three basic SMA policy areas: Shoreline use, environmental
protection, and public access.
20
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SMP Guidelines History and future

B
A

C

The next phase:

D

Implementation Monitoring &
Adaptive Management: develop
feedback loops to ensure regulations
are efficient and effective

A

B

C

D

2019

2021

2021

2023

Periodic reviews
Founding period

1970

1980

2003 rules

1990

Comprehensive updates

2000

2010

2020

2030
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Who is involved in shoreline management under
the SMA in Washington?
Local Governments
• Develop, update, and periodically
review Shoreline Master Programs
(SMPs)
• Primary role in implementing SMP

22
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Who is involved in shoreline management under
the SMA in Washington?
Department of Ecology
• Review SMP for consistency with the SMA and
Guidelines
• Final approval of each local government SMP
(updates, amendments, and periodic reviews)
• Primary role of technical assistance
• Files all shoreline permits – approval authority
over CUPs and Variances

23

SMP Framework for Balance
“The manner in which one uses - or does not use - land is debated
endlessly and has become a volatile emotional issue for all concerned.
Peace may not be at hand, but the courts and the agencies charged
with applying land use and environmental regulations have a
responsibility to be even-handed and balance the many competing
concerns.”
- Overlake Fund v Shorelines Hearings Board
WA Court of Appeals, Div 1 (4/1/1998)
24
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SMP Framework for Balance
• Each Comprehensively updated SMP contains the following SMA and Guideline
required elements which should be reviewed during permit implementation:
• Shoreline environment designations (SEDs) with customized management
policies, regulations, and use allowances/prohibitions
• Policies and regulations for each major shoreline use (commercial, residential,
recreational, aquaculture, etc…) and each major shoreline modification type (fill,
docks/piers, shoreline stabilization, etc…)
• Vegetation conservation standards
• Public access requirements
• Shoreline buffers and/or setbacks
• Critical areas protection standards
25

SMP Permitting Framework
This review process can be thought
of as three buckets:
Use – Is the proposed use allowed in the SED? Are the applicable Use provisions
being met? Is the proposed use water-oriented?
Development – Does the proposed action meet the definition of development?
Is the proposed development or shoreline modification allowed in this SED? Are
any special reports or minimization measures required for this type of
development?
Bulk, Dimensional, and Performance Standards – These can include buffers,
setbacks, height restrictions, lot size minimums, impervious surface limitations,
vegetation protection, mitigation sequencing, view corridors.
26
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Ecology’s Role: Technical Assistance
HOW?
• Helps interpret SMA and SMP requirements
• Reviews and confirms OHWM determinations
• Participates in pre-application meetings and site visits
WHEN?
At the request of local government or the applicant – Pre-application or in
response to technical assistance request or questions
As part of a formal comment period – SEPA Comments, Public Notice Comments
During Ecology’s final CUP or Variance decision process

27

Quiz

Are local governments
required to track shoreline
project reviews and
authorizations ?

28
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WAC 173-26-191(2)(a)(iii) SMP Administrative
provision requires documentation of your review
(D) Documentation of project review actions and changing
conditions in shoreline areas.
• Master programs or other local permit review ordinances
addressing shoreline project review shall include a
mechanism for documenting all project review actions in
shoreline areas.
• Local governments shall also identify a process for
periodically evaluating the cumulative effects of authorized
development on shoreline conditions.
• This process could involve a joint effort by local
governments, state resource agencies, affected Indian
tribes, and other parties.

Track and
monitor
Evaluate
and
adaptively
manage
Collaborate
29

Implementation monitoring and adaptive
management
Feedback loop to ensure efficient and effective implementation, including “No
Net Loss” standard

30
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Quiz
Local Governments have the following
options for addressing critical areas
protections within shoreline jurisdiction:
A.

Use the Critical Areas Ordinance instead of the SMP

B.

Incorporate the Critical Areas Ordinance by reference

C.

Create separate Critical Areas Provisions within the SMP

D.

Some hybrid of options B and C, above

E.

Unsure
31

Critical Area Protection within
the Shoreline Jurisdiction
• Overview of applicable state laws
• Important elements

16
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Critical Areas in the Shoreline Jurisdiction
Overview of RCW 36.70A.480 and RCW 90.58.610

33

“Transfer” of critical area protections to SMPs
SMA: RCW 90.58.610
RCW 36.70A.480 governs
the relationship between
shoreline master
programs and
development regulations
to protect critical areas
that are adopted under
chapter 36.70A RCW.

GMA: RCW 36.70A.480 Shorelines
of the state.
(3) (d) Upon department of ecology
approval of [a comprehensively
updated SMP], critical areas within
shorelines of the state are protected
under chapter 90.58 RCW and are
not subject to the procedural and
substantive requirements of [GMA].

34
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GMA: RCW 36.70A.480 Shorelines of the state
(4) Shoreline master programs shall provide a level of protection to critical
areas located within shorelines of the state that assures no net loss of
shoreline ecological functions necessary to sustain shoreline natural
resources as defined by department of ecology guidelines adopted pursuant
to RCW 90.58.060.
GMA & SMA both: Plan for growth and use of natural resources
and
Protect people
from Nature

• Frequently flooded
areas
• CARA
• Geologically hazardous
areas

• Wetlands
• Fish and wildlife
habitat
conservation areas

• Critical Saltwater
Habitat
• Critical Freshwater
Habitat

Protect Nature
from People

35

Key Critical Areas Principles
• The planning objectives: the protection of existing ecological
functions and ecosystem-wide processes and restoration of
degraded ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes.
• The regulatory provisions for critical areas shall protect existing
ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes.
• Promote human uses and values that are compatible with the
other objectives of this section, such as public access and aesthetic
values, provided that impacts to ecological functions are first
avoided, and any unavoidable impacts are mitigated.

36
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Impacts to Critical Areas and Buffers
• Must be addressed through shoreline
permits, exemptions from the SDP
process, or shoreline administrative
review.
• No separate “critical areas permit” in
shoreline jurisdiction.
• Review as both shoreline modification
(fill, grading, vegetation removal) and
the proposed use (residential,
commercial, etc.) standards
• Critical area buffers and setbacks are
dimensional standards (i.e., reduction
below allowable limits = variance).
37

Additional SMA Critical Areas Protections
WAC 173-26-221(2) and (3)

Addresses general Critical Areas Applicability and Principles.
“"Critical areas" include the following areas and ecosystems:
(a) Wetlands; (b) areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable waters; (c) fish
and wildlife habitat conservation areas; (d) frequently flooded areas; and (e) geologically
hazardous areas."

Provides critical area specific standards for:
•
•
•
•
•

Wetlands,
Geologically Hazardous Areas,
Critical Saltwater Habitat,
Critical Freshwater Habitat, and
Flood Hazard Reduction.

38
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Additional SMA Critical Areas Protections
Critical Saltwater Habitat:

all kelp
beds, eelgrass beds, spawning and holding
areas for forage fish, such as herring, smelt
and sandlance; subsistence, commercial and
recreational shellfish beds; mudflats, intertidal
habitats with vascular plants, and areas with
which priority species have a primary
association.

Standards for the protection of critical saltwater habitat
Docks, piers, bulkheads, bridges, fill, floats, jetties, utility crossings, and other
human-made structures shall not intrude into or over critical saltwater habitats
39

Additional SMA Critical Areas Protections
Critical Freshwater Habitats:

management of critical freshwater
habitat and other lake, river and stream
values should integrate master program
provisions, including those for shoreline
stabilization, fill, vegetation conservation,
water quality, flood hazard reduction, and
specific uses, to protect human health
and safety and to protect and restore lake
and river corridor ecological functions
and ecosystem-wide processes.

Standards for the protection of critical freshwater habitat
Integrate protection of critical freshwater, riparian and associated upland habitat,
protection with flood hazard reduction and other lake, wetland, river and stream
management provisions.
40
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Additional SMA Critical Areas Protections
Flood Hazard Reduction: actions
taken to reduce flood damage or
hazard and to uses, development,
and shoreline modifications that
may increase flood hazards.
Development in flood plains should
not significantly or cumulatively
increase flood hazard.

Standards for flood hazard reduction
Lists uses and activities that may be appropriate or necessary with the CMZ or
floodway that is usually translated into the use matrix, SED regulations, and
shoreline modification regulations. Can also be addressed in flood provisions.
41

Additional SMA Critical Areas Protections

Flood Hazard Reduction - focused around structural flood hazard reduction

Allow new structural flood hazard reduction measures in shoreline jurisdiction
only when it can be demonstrated by a scientific and engineering analysis that
includes all of the following elements:
• they are necessary to protect existing development,
• that nonstructural measures are not feasible,
• that impacts on ecological functions and priority species and habitats can be
successfully mitigated so as to assure no net loss,
• that appropriate vegetation conservation actions are undertaken
42
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Additional SMA Critical Areas Protections – Wetlands
WAC 173-26-221(2)(c)(i) & WAC 173-26-201(2)(e)

• Establishes the uses, developments, and modifications that are
subject to the Wetland protection standards;
• Requires Wetland rating and categorization system;
• Reinforces that wetland alterations must utilize mitigation sequencing
and shall be consistent with the no net loss of wetland area and
function standard.
• Requires that wetland buffer shall be adequate to ensure long term
protection of wetland functions, considering existing wetland
functions, the character of the existing buffer area, and adjacent land
uses.
43

Associated Wetlands
Wetlands are associated and
regulated through the SMP if:
• The wetland is either fully
or partially within 200
feet of the OHWM;
• The wetland is within the
floodplain of the
shoreline; or
• The wetland is associated
through hydraulic
continuity.
44
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Critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction are
protected solely by the SMP

45

Q&A
TYPE YOUR QUESTIONS IN THE Q&A BOX IN YOUR TOOLBAR

46
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Quiz

Rate your level of
understanding of the term
“no net loss”?

How is no net loss is
achieved through the SMP?

47

No Net Loss
Of Shoreline Ecological Functions

24
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No Net Loss
What does no net loss mean?
Over time, the existing condition of
shoreline ecological functions should
remain the same as the SMP is
implemented. Simply stated, the no
net loss standard is designed to halt
the introduction of new impacts to
shoreline ecological functions
resulting from new development
authorized by the SMP.
49

How is No Net Loss Achieved?
Through both the SMP Planning and Implementation.
• At the planning level through the creation of a
comprehensively updated SMP which sets the no net loss
framework
• At the implementation level through the permit review and
authorization process which ensures that new development
and uses are permitted consistent with the SMP
50
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No Net Loss” of ecological functions:
a package deal

Ecological functions

•
•
•
•
•

Environment designations
Use regulations (Aquaculture, Commercial, Industrial, Recreation, Residential)
Modification actions (Bulkheads, fill, piers and docks)
Critical area protections
Mitigation sequence: Avoid, Minimize, Compensate for unavoidable impacts

Existing conditions

Regulations “hold the line” on impacts from
new development

Time

Improve functions by:
• passive restoration
• Restoration Plans
identify voluntary
actions
• Regulatory
incentives
WAC 173-26-201(2)(c)
51

Planning for No Net Loss
The SMP sets the no net loss framework with the following tools:
• Buffers and setbacks;
• Vegetation management standards;
• Critical areas protection standards;
• Establishes shoreline environment designations (SEDs);
• Use Matrix – with allowed, CUP, and Prohibited uses for each SED;
• Establishes policies and regulations for specific SEDs, uses, and shoreline
modifications;
• Requirement for mitigation sequencing: avoid, minimize, compensate;
• Performance standards
52
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Implementation of No Net Loss
Through the permit review and authorization process –
• The NNL standard is met through the careful and complete implementation
of SMPs during day-to-day review of individual development proposals.

53

Mitigation Sequencing is always required
Avoidance is achieved, if the proposal is consistent with the SMP
bulk, dimensional, performance, buffer, setback, vegetation
conservation, use, and development standards of the SMP.
For most common shoreline developments, NNL will be met when a
proposal is consistent with SMP regulations.

54
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Benefits of Shoreline Buffers

55

Example:
A single-family residence proposed in the
Residential SED located outside of all
buffers/setbacks and meeting all other
bulk, dimensional, and performance
standards would be consistent with the
SMP. In that case no additional NNL
analysis is necessary.

56
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When is additional NNL analysis needed?
As required by WAC 173-26-201(2)(e), SMPs
“shall include provisions that require proposed individual
uses and developments to analyze environmental impacts
of the proposal and include measures to mitigate
environmental impacts not otherwise avoided or
mitigated by compliance with the master program and
other applicable regulations.”
57

When is additional NNL analysis needed?
Additional analysis is typically required to document NNL when
avoidance cannot be fully achieved.
• Development allowed or proposed within a shoreline buffer,
setback, critical area, critical area buffer, or waterward of the
OHWM;
or
• Projects that require a shoreline variance or a shoreline
conditional use permit, should typically be required to document
how a project meets NNL.
58
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When is additional NNL analysis needed?
These project usually fit into at least
one of the following categories:
• Water-oriented uses
• Shoreline modifications
• Public or private shoreline access
• Proposals requiring a shoreline
variance
• Proposals requiring a shoreline
conditional use permit
59

Example:
As a second example, consider a proposed
kayak and canoe rental business that
includes in-water development as well as
development within and outside of the
shoreline buffer. The use is allowed in the
environment designation with a substantial
development permit. As part of your review
for SMP consistency, you will be looking for
documentation of how the NNL standard
will be met.
60
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 Reposition structures
 Reposition access to the lot

Design Techniques for NNL

 Cluster structures
 Decrease building footprint (add stories, reduce total square
footage, reduce deck area, etc.)
 Alternative, space-saving septic design (non-conventional)
 Reduce the width of access roads or driveways
 Build a road pull off for extra parking
 Request variances from common property line setbacks
 Avoid grading by incorporating natural topography into site design
 Incorporate plants already on site into landscape design
 Reduce impervious surfaces
 Use pervious materials for construction of hard surfaces
 Disperse downspouts to vegetated areas or into rain gardens
instead of impervious surfaces

If avoidance cannot
be fully achieved
because the activity is
water oriented, public
access, or requires a
shoreline variance,
then minimization
should be
emphasized in the
project design.
61

Example of Design Techniques for NNL
Minimization techniques
applied:
• Decrease building footprint
(add stories, reduce total
square footage, reduce deck
area, etc.)
• Reduce impervious surfaces
• Disperse downspouts to
vegetated areas or into rain
gardens
• Cluster structures
• Reposition structures
62
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NNL – Compensation for unavoidable impacts
Determining unavoidable impacts – It is understood that some shoreline
projects will result in unavoidable impacts. For these projects,
compensatory mitigation is needed to achieve NNL at the project level.
Common shoreline activities that have the potential to adversely impact
shoreline ecological functions:
• Shoreline Stabilization
• Loss of Riparian Vegetation
• Over-Water and In-Water Structures
• New Impervious Surface
• Fill
63

Common mitigation strategies for shoreline
activities
• Vegetation clearing: replanting, invasive species replacement
• Shoreline stabilization: Use soft shore armoring alternatives, Periodic
beach nourishment, Remove another barrier structure of similar length,
located as far landward as is feasible, add pocket beach to design, plant
overhanging native vegetation along the bulkhead edge
• Impervious or hard scape surfaces within buffer: Remove existing
impervious surface and replant with native vegetation, install a rain
garden, use low-impact development techniques
64
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Require that applicants follow and document mitigation
sequencing. Locally adopted SMPs include regulations that
require mitigation sequencing:
A. Avoid impacts,
B. Minimize impacts,
C. Rectify impacts,
D. Reduce or eliminate impacts over time,
E. Compensate for impacts, and
F. Monitor impacts and compensation projects and take
corrective measures.
When applied in the order listed, application of the
mitigation sequence achieves NNL. Lower priority
measures are only appropriate when higher priority
measures are infeasible or not applicable. WAC 173-26201(2)(e)

Documenting
No Net Loss
It is important to
remember that
nearly all shoreline
areas, even
substantially
developed or
degraded areas,
provide some level
of ecological
functions. WAC
173-26-201(2)(c)
65

Documenting No Net Loss
NNL can be documented within an applicant’s narrative, SEPA Checklist,
special report, site plan, or other submittal document. In most cases,
an understanding of how a project will meet NNL is achieved through a
combination of application materials that, when considered together,
give the reviewing planner confidence that a project will achieve NNL.
If the project cannot demonstrate no net loss – that is justification for
denial of a project.

66
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Q&A
TYPE YOUR QUESTIONS IN THE Q&A BOX IN YOUR TOOLBAR
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Meet Your Presenter
Sydney is the Shoreline Armoring Planning Associate at the Washington
Department of Ecology. Her work focuses on the implementation of
shoreline stabilization regulations on Puget Sound. She assists local
governments and Department of Ecology staff with review of shoreline
stabilization projects under local Shoreline Master Programs, and
supports regional efforts to address shoreline armoring and improve the
health of Puget Sound shorelines. A goal of her work is to increase the
use of soft shore methods and other alternatives to hard shoreline
armoring, and to encourage the removal of hard armoring where
possible. She holds a Master of Environmental Management degree
from Duke University.
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Geologically Hazardous Areas
in shoreline jurisdiction
Sydney Fishman
Shoreline Armoring Planning Associate, WA Department of Ecology

Geologic hazards on Washington shorelines
Erosion hazard areas
WAC 365-190-120(5)
• Bluffs
• Steep slopes
• Unconsolidated soils
• Coastal erosion areas

Photo: WA Dept. of Ecology
70
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Geologic hazards on Washington shorelines
Landslide hazard areas
WAC 365-190-120(6)
Including….
• Areas of historic failure
• Areas of rapid stream
incision or erosion,
including channel
migration zones
• Areas of undercutting
from wave action
Photo: WA Dept. of Ecology
71

Threats to health and safety

Photos: WA Dept. of Ecology
72
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Sustaining shoreline natural resources

Photos: WA Dept. of Ecology
73

Shoreline stabilization: hazard and ecological nexus

Photo: WA Dept. of Ecology
74
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Ecological impacts of addressing geologic hazards

Photos: WA Dept. of Ecology
75

Critical Area and
Shoreline Stabilization standards
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Additional SMP standards for Geologically Hazardous Areas
• SMP Geohazard Area Guidelines: WAC 173-26-221(2)(c)(ii)
• Beyond what is in GMA to address geohazards on shorelines
• May not be listed with other Critical Areas provisions in code, but
they are Critical Areas provisions

77

Avoid

Minimize

Compensate

Nourish beach

Locate new
structures to
avoid need
for future
stabilization

•
Demonstrate
need for
stabilization
based on risk

•

Nourishment

Plantings

Remove fill

Use “softest”
approach feasible
Habitat-friendly
design and
construction

Offset impacts of
new structures

Graphics: Bainbridge Island SFR Mitigation Manual
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The SMP Geologically Hazardous Area Guidelines say:
Do not…
• Allow new development that could be at risk from geohazards
• Create new lots that could be at risk from geohazards
• Allow new development that would require structural shoreline
stabilization

 Avoidance
WAC 173-26-221(2)(c)(ii)
79

Avoid

Minimize

Compensate

Nourish beach

Locate new
structures to
avoid need
for future
stabilization

•
Demonstrate
need for
stabilization
based on risk

•

Nourishment

Plantings

Remove fill

Use “softest”
approach feasible
Habitat-friendly
design and
construction

Offset impacts of
new structures

Graphics: Bainbridge Island SFR Mitigation Manual
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The SMP Geologically Hazardous Area Guidelines say:
Stabilization may be installed to protect allowed uses, including existing
primary residential structures, when…
• No alternatives are available
• Stabilization conforms to WAC 173-26-231(3)(a) – stabilization guidelines
• No net loss of ecological functions will result

 Minimization
WAC 173-26-221(2)(c)(ii)
81

Avoid

Minimize

Compensate

Nourish beach

Locate new
structures to
avoid need
for future
stabilization

•
Demonstrate
need for
stabilization
based on risk

•

Nourishment

Plantings

Remove fill

Use “softest”
approach feasible
Habitat-friendly
design and
construction

Offset impacts of
new structures

Graphics: Bainbridge Island SFR Mitigation Manual
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The SMP Shoreline Stabilization Guidelines say:
• Prescriptive standards
• Must demonstrate need for stabilization
• Preference for non-structural and soft shore methods over hard
armor
• Minimum necessary
• “In order to avoid individual and cumulative net loss of ecological
functions attributable to shoreline stabilization” WAC 173-26-231(3)(a)(iii)

WAC 173-26-231(3)(a)
83

The shoreline stabilization standards are
Critical Area provisions

84
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Q&A
TYPE YOUR QUESTIONS IN THE Q&A BOX IN YOUR TOOLBAR

85

Quiz

Does your jurisdiction
currently have a permit
tracking mechanism for
shoreline permit decisions?

Does your tracking system
capture authorizations such
as exemptions from the SDP
process?

86
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Recommendations for
monitoring and tracking
shoreline impacts

Why Monitor and Track?
Ecology rules [WAC 173-26-191(2)(a)(iii)(D)] establish that each SMP
shall include:
• a mechanism for documenting all project review actions in shoreline
areas.
• Identification of a process for periodically evaluating the cumulative
effects of authorized development on shoreline conditions.

88
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Permit Monitoring and Tracking Methods
• Periodic (i.e., a backwards assessment of permits issued over some
period of time)
• Ongoing (i.e., monitoring incorporated into normal operations)
• Examples: City of Kirkland (Webinar 1) and Clark County (Webinar 2)

• Ongoing, term-limited (e.g., internship duration, grant period, etc.)
• Example: Jefferson County

89

What to Monitor and Track?
Ecology recommendations
• Connect the tracking matrices to specific SMA/SMP Policies and
Regulation to facilitate an adaptive management feedback loop
within the context of your SMP.
• Track all shoreline development and use authorizations – including
documentation of SMP consistency reviews for project exempt from
the SDP process and other actions that are not always required to
obtain shoreline permits, such as subdivisions, hazard tree removal,
and demolition.
90
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What to Monitor and Track?
Potential things to track –
• New public access
• Ecological benefit projects
• Uses authorized (water-oriented and non-water oriented)
• Environment designations where development is being authorized
• New development, Redevelopment, and Expansions
• Critical areas review and the application of critical areas provisions
• Demonstration of mitigation sequencing
• Shoreline Modifications (stabilization, fill, over-water structures, shoreline
access)
91

Adaptive Management for
Shoreline Stabilization
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Conditional Use Permits:
An Adaptive Management Tool

93

Conditional Use Permits:
An Adaptive Management Tool

P - Shoreline Permitted Use

C - Shoreline Conditional Use

Screenshot of Island County SMP 17.05A.080
94
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Conditional Use Permits:
An Adaptive Management Tool
If stabilization is not a Conditional Use, consider…
• Need for cumulative impacts analysis?
• Certain designations of greater concern?

95

Conditional Use Permits:
An Adaptive Management Tool
If stabilization is not a Conditional Use, consider…
• Need for cumulative impacts analysis?
• Certain designations of greater concern?
If stabilization is a Conditional Use, consider…
• Are review objectives being met?

96
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Implementation, Education, and Outreach:
Opportunities for Adaptive Management

Photo: City of Snohomish
97

Implementation challenge: geotechnical reports

Applicant challenge:
Incomplete reports

Reviewer challenge:
Need training on
report topics

98
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Shoreline Stabilization
Geotechnical Submittal Checklist
• Helps applicants and
consultants know report
requirements
• Addresses incomplete
geotechnical reports for
shoreline stabilization
• Helps reviewer find key
information

99

Provide planners with the key information
Technical document

Four-part webinar series:
Using Marine Shoreline Design Guidelines to
improve shoreline stabilization permitting
Local government target audience
https://www.coastalplanners.org/four-part-webinar-series

Marine Shoreline Design Guidelines
100
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Landowner education is an adaptive management tool!
Educational brochures

Your Marine Waterfront
101

Landowner education is an adaptive management tool!
Information on
incentive programs

Lower
permit
fees

Shore Friendly resources
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Mechanism for SMP Adaptive
Management

Staff Training
Coastal Training Program Washington
How to Administer Development Permits in Washington’s Shorelines
https://www.coastaltraining-wa.org/event-3923793
https://www.coastaltraining-wa.org/

Intended for local government personnel and consultants engaged in
shoreline permitting activities.
Currently being offered virtually – with the traditional one-day course
separated into 2 (1/2 day) virtual sessions. The class takes an in-depth look at
the permit process and consider both procedural and substantive shoreline
management issues. The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) and Revised
Code of Washington (RCW) are reviewed. Permit exercises and quiz questions
help to keep everyone engaged.
104
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Potential Process Improvements
• Update Application Forms or Create Checklists – to improve the
application submittal information to ensure that all the information
you need to review and evaluate a project is included with the initial
application submittal.
• Create Helpful Customer Assistance Handouts – to improve
understanding of applicable requirements based on topic or permit
type. Handouts can be a helpful tool to reach potential applicants
before they spend a great deal of time, energy, and money pursuing a
project that is not consistent with the SMP requirements.
105

Administrative Interpretations
WAC 173-26-140
What are they?
A formal written statement – clarifying an existing code provision.
As an adaptive management tool • When evaluation of your monitoring systems identifies inconsistent
application of a specific provision or standard.
• That specific provision or standard can be clarified with an
administrative interpretation.
106
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Administrative Interpretations
Provide guidance for review staff and the public to ensure consistency
What can they accomplish?
• Used to provide clarification to existing SMP provisions
• Address unforeseen issues that can be addressed without an
amendment to the SMP
• Do not substantively change SMP provision or modify the intent of
existing provisions
• SMP policies or regulations cannot be removed or added through an
interpretation
107

Administrative Interpretations
Formal written interpretations should be sent to Ecology for review
and consultation consistent with WAC 173-26-140.

Ecology will review and provide
written comments or concurrence.
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Administrative Interpretations
Final Administrative
Interpretations can be
posted on your website –
providing transparency and
consistency.
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SMP Periodic Reviews
A

B

C

D

GMA

2015

2016

2017

2018

SMA

2019

2020

2021

2022

GMA

2023

2024

2025

2026

SMA

2027

2028

2029

2030

The SMA mandates a schedule for the periodic
review of your SMP at least every 8-years
1. REVIEW
required

2. REVISE
if
necessary

3. ACTION
required
110
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SMP Periodic Reviews
1. REVIEW
required

2. REVISE
if
necessary

3. ACTION
required

Review SMP for changes to:
RCW & WAC
Comprehensive Plan & development regulations
Local circumstances, new information, improved data
111

SMP
Periodic
Reviews
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SMP Periodic Reviews

An opportunity to address implementation issues –

113

SMP Periodic Reviews – Ecology’s Role

Ecology must conclude that the proposed amendment satisfies the criteria found in
WAC 173-26-201(1)(c). This includes the conclusion that the SMP amendment:
• will not foster uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s shorelines
(WAC 173-26-201(2)(c)(i); and
• will assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions will result from
implementation of the amended master program (WAC 173-26-201(2)(c)(iv)).
114

57

3/1/2021

WAC 173-26-191(2)(a)(iii) SMP Administrative
provision requires documentation of your review
(D) Documentation of project review actions and changing
conditions in shoreline areas.
• Master programs or other local permit review ordinances
addressing shoreline project review shall include a
mechanism for documenting all project review actions in
shoreline areas.
• Local governments shall also identify a process for
periodically evaluating the cumulative effects of authorized
development on shoreline conditions.
• This process could involve a joint effort by local
governments, state resource agencies, affected Indian
tribes, and other parties.

Track and
monitor
Evaluate
and
adaptively
manage
Collaborate
115

Q&A
TYPE YOUR QUESTIONS IN THE Q&A BOX IN YOUR TOOLBAR
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Thank you!
Misty Blair
WA STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
SHORELINE MANAGEMENT POLICY LEAD
misty.blair@ecy.wa.gov
425-649-4309

Sydney Fishman
WA STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
SHORELINE ARMORING PLANNING ASSOCIATE
Sydney.Fishman@ecy.wa.gov
360-480-2209

59

