Planning Commission Meeting Date: June 21, 2012 Agenda Item: 7.A

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Comprehensive Plan Update, Shoreline Master Program and
Economic Development Elements

DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development

PRESENTED BY: Miranda Redinger, Associate Planner
Rachael Markle, AICP, Director P&CD

[] Public Hearing [X Study Session [ ] Recommendation Only
[ ] Discussion ] Update [] Other

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

On January 5, 2012, staff and Commissioners discussed the proposed process for the
Comprehensive Plan Update and public involvement. To date, Commissioners have held
preliminary discussions about the Community Design; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space;
Transportation; Natural Environment; Capital Facilities; Utilities; Economic Development;
Housing; and Land Use Elements. The subject of tonight's agenda item will be the Shoreline
Master Program Element and a follow-up discussion of the Economic Development Element,
which the Commission originally discussed on May 3rd. ’

DISCUSSION

Economic Development

When the Commission first discussed the Economic Development Element, the Analysis section
was still incomplete, and the policies that were adapted from the Economic Development
Strategic Plan were included as a separate attachment, but not yet incorporated into the draft.
Therefore, Commission requested a second meeting in order to have a more thorough and
informed discussion.

Updated information is provided in Attachments A, B, C, and D. The track change version of the
Goals and Policies (Attachment A) contains comment boxes that reflect Commission comments
from the May 3™ meeting, and a staff statement about what action was taken to resolve them.
Comment boxes also identify policies that are new, based on suggestions from Dan Eernissee,
the City’s Economic Development Manager, to reflect projects and programs that he foresees
being a priority during the timeframe of the Comprehensive Plan. These align with Council
Goals related to Economic Development and the upcoming development of a 10 year Financial
Sustainability Plan for the City. Mr. Eernissee will attend this meeting to answer Commissioner
questions. v

Jonathon Morrison Winters, the UW graduate student intern who also revised the Housing

Analysis and presented his work relating to that element at the May 17" meeting, will attend to
present his findings for the Economic Development Analysis (Attachments C and D).

Approved By: Project Manager “M Planning Director f Z
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Shoreline Master Program

The Council officially and unanimously adopted the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) on May
29" 2012, with Resolution #327. Staff is currently working on submitting the SMP to the
Department of Ecology for approval. The goals and policies contained in the SMP will be
incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan during this update process, and the regulations will
be incorporated into the Development Code, once they are approved by Ecology.

Staff looked at several nearby jurisdictions SMP Comprehensive Plan Elements to see what
they included for their Goals and Policies and Analysis sections. Half of the jurisdictions did not
include an SMP Element at all, and the half that did incorporated every goal and policy in the
document, but did not include anything in the Analysis section. Staff compiled the draft SMP
Element (Attachments E and F) utilizing the latter strategy.

Staff has not included a draft Analysis section for this element, as was prepared for other
elements, because they anticipate that said analysis will consist entirely of a reference to the
adopted SMP document. This will also likely be the case with the Parks, Recreation, and Open
Space and Transportation Elements because those Analyses are based entirely on work that
was done for the corresponding Master Plans, and in an effort to reduce the bulk of the final
Comprehensive Plan document (and paper consumption), it would be preferable to simply make
reference to the document that houses the pertinent analysis rather than repeating the
information in the text.

Follow-up on Commissioner Question

Staff met with the City Attorney to discuss logistics related to the Comprehensive Plan format,
environmental analysis, and adoption procedures. His recommendation is to retain the
formatting of the current document, which includes a Goals and Policies section for each
element as well as an Analysis section, followed by an element containing various Subarea
Plans. As mentioned above, in some cases, the Analysis section will be nothing more than a
reference to a related document. This means that Commissioners should feel free to comment
on language and content of the Analysis sections and that they will be included in the subject
matter of the public hearing.

NEXT STEPS

After tonight's discussion, the Commission will have reviewed the preliminary draft of each
element. The majority of the edits proposed to date related to policies that should be removed
from the existing Comprehensive Plan because they were redundant, obsolete, superseded,
background or regulatory. When the Commission next sees the elements, these changes will
have been accepted and the policies that were slated for removal will no longer be included in
the draft. The next task will be to focus on new policies to include.

For some of the elements, such as those where language is based directly on Master Plans that
were recently approved by Council, this work has already been done. Therefore, the Parks,
Transportation, and SMP Elements will not be brought before Commission for a second review
prior to being incorporated into a full, draft Comprehensive Plan document. Because staff
undertook a more thorough revision of the Land Use Element, that chapter will also be
incorporated into the draft document without a second review. Likewise, since tonight’s agenda
contains a second review of Economic Development, staff believes it unnecessary for an
additional separate discussion.

However, the remaining 5 elements of Community Design, Housing, Utilities, Capital Facilities,
and Natural Environment warrant additional discussion about policies that should be included.
Staff intends to bring these elements back before the Commission in August, and this will
constitute the majority of the agenda for meetings on the 2" and 16™. If the Commission is
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comfortable with the content of the individual elements by the end of the summer, staff proposes
that the month of September be spent refining the draft document to prepare for a public
hearing in October. This should keep the project on track for adoption by Council at the end of
the year.

Staff intends to spend the month of July continuing to incorporate Commissioner and public
comments, soliciting additional review and revision from internal and external stakeholders,
drafting narrative for introductions and other background information, and performing
environmental analysis.

Joint Meeting with City Council

On Monday, July 9", the Planning Commission and City Council will hold a joint dinner meeting
to discuss the Comprehensive Plan Update. Staff will give a short presentation and then pose a
series of “Big Picture Questions” for the Council and Commission to discuss. We have some
ideas, but if there are particular items that Commissioners would like to include, please submit
them by June 14", so they may be included in the staff report.

Speaker’s Series

Staff is still working on finalizing the last presentation of the Speaker’s Series, which will relate
to the Land Use Element. Currently, the Economic Development Manager is working with a
consultant firm that deals with real estate development and placemaking to see if that would be
a good fit, but staff is also still brainstorming and contacting other potential speakers.
Notification will be sent to Plancom, and Commissioners will receive an Outlook invitation when
this has been scheduled. ’

If you have questions or comments prior to the meeting, please contact Miranda Redinger at
(206) 801-2513 or by email at mredinger@shorelinewa.gov.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A- Economic Development Element, Goals & Policies, track change version
Attachment B- Economic Development Element, Goals & Policies, clean version
Attachment C- Economic Development Element, Analysis, track change version
Attachment D- Economic Development Element, Analysis, clean version

Attachment E- Shoreline Master Program Element, Goals & Policies, track change version
Attachment F- Shoreline Master Program Element, Goals & Policies, clean version
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Economic Development Element
Goals & Policies

Introduction

The intent of the Economic Development Element is to improve the quality of life by
encouraging a greater number and variety of thriving commercial businesses that provide
services and create employment opportunities for Shoreline residents, as well as grow the
tax base to take the burden off of residential property tax.

The policies in this element address fivefour aspects of creating a healthy economic climate
for Shoreline: Quality of Life, Sustainable Revenue Sources;Jeb-Base, Opportunities_and
Partnerships-forEconomic-Development and the-City's-RelePlacemaking. The policies
presented in this element will guide future City actiensinitiatives that, together with private
sector actions, will produce a strong economy. The results--taen; will preserve and
improve the quality of life that Shoreline’s residents and workers currently enjoy.

The Economic Development-Supporting Analysis section of this Plan contains the
background data and analysis that describes the existing economic conditions of the City
and provides the foundation for the following goals and policies.

Economic Development Goals|

Goal ED I:

Maintain and improve the quality of life in the community by:

and regional populations
= Reducing reliance on residential property tax to fund eapital
improvementprojectscity operations and capital improvements
= Providing quality public services
= Preserving community character
L]
Protecting-environmental-quality

= Prometing-Maximizing opportunities along Bus Rapid Transit corrldors
and Iransﬂ—@nen{ed—geveleemem—nedes areas to be served by light
rail +

Attachment A

Comment [m1]: There is some redundancy
between existing goals and ones incorporated from
Economic Development Strategy, please indicate
preferred wording and proposed deletions.

- {Comment [m2]: Unnecessary- Removed

)

provide, we support businesses that provide...Done

= ‘[Comment [m3]: Clarify that City doesn’t

|

- {Comment [m4]: This one is covered in EDII

Comment [m5]: Maximizing instead of
concentrating- Done- Does this one fit in w/ the rest
of the list or should it be its own goal? Is it
sufficiently covered elsewhere?
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Goal ED Il:  Promote Suppert-econemic-development-and-retail and office activity se-as-te
maintain-sustainable to diversify sources of revenue_and expand the

employment base- - {Comment [M6]: Change to employment- Done }

Goal ED VII: lmprove-Facilitate the-City'srole-to-facilitate-and-nitiateprivate sector
economic development eppertunities-through partnerships and coordinating

funding opportunities.

Goal ED IV: Promote and sponsor improvements and events throughout Shoreline that
attract investment.

Goal ED V: Grow revenue sources that support City programs, services and
infrastructure.

Goal ED VI Support employers and new businesses that create more and better jobs.

Goal ED VII: _Encourage sustainable multi-story buildings. | _- {COmment [M7]: Is this a goal in itself? ]

Goal ED VIII: Promote and support vibrant activities and businesses that bring money into

Shoreline.

Goal ED IX: Incorporate environmental quality and social equity into economic

development as part of a three pronged approach to sustainability - '{Comment [m9]: Broke this out from bulleted list in }
EDI

- {Comment [m8]: Is this redundant? }

Economic Development Policies

Quality Of Life
ED1: Improve economic vitality by:

= Encouraging-Promoting existing businesses
= Recruiting new businesses

=_Encouraging-economic-services-forthe-community
» CooperatingAssisting with-businesses to create strategies and action

plans_through the Small Business Accelerator Program __ -~ comment [m10]: Clarify- Done )
» Assuring-Encouraging increased housing density around commercial

districts, especially those served by high capacity rapid ltransit | _- {cOmment [m11]: Careful not to exclude other areas- }
= Developing design guidelines to enhance commercial areas Dtz aliTontzl | Wi o el

‘ 777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 - {Comment [m12]: Do these 2 bullets fit with the rest of}

. . . . the list? Are they covered elsewhere?
ED2: Promote nonmotorized connections between commercial businesses and J
services and residential neighborhoods.
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naghber—heed& REDUNDANT to poI|C|es in Communlty De5|gn Element

Attachment A

ED3: Encourage and support home-based businesses in the Cityl, provided that
signage, parking, storage, and noise levels are compatible with neighborhoods. - Comment [r13]: Note to Planning Commission —
how does this policy relate to your “parking lot”
. . — . SO di king & i 2
ED4: Use incentives and development flexibility to encourage quality development. ( LISSUES TEGICiNG parking & Impacts
IComment [m14]: Consider eliminating, flag for }
) X . . X . . blic hearini
ED5: Attract a diverse population, including artists and trendsetters and families with pt 9
school-aged children,. - { comment [m15]: New. Adapted from ED28
and prior suggestion from Commission.
EDG6: Work to cure economically blighted areas in Shoreline by establishing Community
Renewal Areas with associated renewalplans. - {COmment [M16]: New ]
ED7: Enhance existing neighborhood shopping and community nodes to support
increased commercial activity, neighborhood identity, and walkability. - {cDmment [M17]: New ]
EDS: Explore whether creating an “Aurora Neighborhood” as a fifteenth neighborhood
in Shoreline would allow the City to better serve citizens. - {cDmment [M18]: New ]
P { Comment [m19]: Possibly combine headings w/ }
Sustainable Revenue Sources, 7 [ below- Done
ED39: PPromote land uses and urban design that allow for smart growth and dense nodes

to support a self- sustamlnq Iocal economv%h&q;ew&heféherehne&semﬂaﬁen

ED%—EneeumgeMd—uses—wMeh—m&ease—ﬂ%ﬂy—s—tax—bas& REDUNDANT TO
GOALS

Expand-theJob-Base

ED610: Woerk-Coordinate with localShereline’s-educational-systems-community and

technical colleges and other institutions of higher learning, including the University

of Washington to malm—and—enhanee—m&qaahmf—edaea{len—mewdmg—tram a

workforce that is prepared for emerging jobs markets

ED711: inerease-andimproveDiversify and expand the City’s job base, with a focus on

attracting living wage jobs, to allowing people to work and shop in the lcommunityl. |

EDS:

— -1 Comment [m20]: Vague. Possibly increased
height.- Does change clarify?

Comment [m21]: Own bullet for non-motorized
\ transportation, incentivize connections to trail,
\ businesses, etc. (under quality of life section)- see
v | ED2

\

and inclusive of trail and non-motorized
transportation systems- see ED2

Comment [m22]: Not exclusive to these areas,

other institutions of higher education, including UW
N and those in other localities- Done
N
Comment [m24]: Coordinating with area
educational institutions- Done

Comment [m23]: Include technical schools and ‘

- {Comment [m25]: Combine ED7 & ED9- Done }

- {Comment [m26]: Do we want to keep this? }
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| ED10:

ED154:

| ED2015:

| ED2416:

ReV|taI|ze e*lsﬂng—neiqhbelﬂheedcommumtv business districts as-appropriate-to

include high-density mixed-use.

Support and retain small businesses_and create an environment where new

busmesses can flourish-for-theirjobs-and-services-that-they provide-to-the

eemmum{y— REDUNDANT BUT INCLUDE
POLICY

Direct capital improvements to key areas to promote the City's image, create a

sense of place, and to grow and attract businesses.

Actively work with other jurisdictions, educational institutions, agencies, economic

development organizations and local business associations to stimulate business

retention and implement interlocal and regional strategies.

Attachment A

p { Comment [m27]: Redundant to have subtitle and

element w/ same heading

- '[ Comment [m28]: Merge language from ED2 Att. C.-

under “Placemaking™ heading

|

_ — -1 Comment [m29]: Include high-density mixed-use.-

Done

)

- '[ Comment [m30]: Moved to Quality of Life

- comment [m31]: OBSOLETE

- '[ Comment [m32]: See ED1

- '[ Comment [m33]: include educational institutions-
Done
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== { Comment [m34]: Moved to Quality of Life

J

ED217: Ensure-Provide expeditious, predictable, and customer service-oriented permitting |

process for commercial improvements|, expansions, and developments. __ -1 Comment [m35]: add high-density mixed-use-
Not sure this fits in context

ED2918: Use and/or €conduct market research as needed to guide the City’s economic |
development strategies and to assist businesses.

OBSOLETE ’

ED3219: Coordinate and initiate financial assistance_for businesses, when appropriate, |

using county, state and federal program funds, facility grants, loans and revolving
loan funds.
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REDUNDANT

ED3520: CensiderwWerking-withEncourage lecalexisting businesses to plannred for
shared provide-parking for existing-redeveloping commercial areas.

- '[ Comment [m36]: SUPERSEDED

buildings,-signagelandscaping,-ete: OBSOLETE

ED3921: Support public/private partnerships to facilitate or fund infrastructure
improvements that will result in increased economic opportunity.

- {Comment [i37]: Moved here from LU3

- {Comment [i38]: Moved here from LU29

and public/private partnerships.

Placemaking

ED24: Establish specific districts (such as cultural, entertainment, or ecological \districtsb.ﬁ - [ Comment [m39]: New

ED25: Develop vision and strategy for creating dense mixed-use nodes anchored by
Aurora’s shopping centers, including how to complement, support, and connect

them with midrise residential, office, and destination retail |puildings. = [ Comment [m40]: New
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ED26: Practice the Activities of Place Making

a.

Creating cachet, developing distinction

b.

Building infrastructure

c. Collaborating

d.

Serving businesses

e.

Honing legislation

ED27: Focus efforts on City-shaping Place Making Projects

a.

Creating a dynamic Aurora corridor neighborhood to capitalize on potential

b.

created by the City’s tremendous infrastructure investment.
Reinventing Aurora Square to help catalyze a master-planned, sustainable

lifestyle destination.
Unlocking the Fircrest Surplus Property to establish a new campus for

hundreds of family-wage jobs.
Planning the Light Rail Station Areas to create connectivity for appropriate

garowth.

ED28: Foster On-going Place Making Projects

a.

Town Center Development Area

Echo Lake Development Area

North City Development Area

Richmond Beach Development Areas

Ridgecrest Development Areas

Ballinger Development Area

Attracting Mid-sized Businesses

Farmers Market Launch

Expansion of Events and Festivals

TR PR ER e

Surplus Institutional Property

a-k.Enhancing the Community College

Attachment A
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Attachment B

Economic Development Element
Goals & Policies

Introduction

The intent of the Economic Development Element is to improve the quality of life by
encouraging a greater number and variety of commercial businesses that provide services
and create employment opportunities for Shoreline residents, as well as grow the tax base
to take the burden off of residential property tax.

The policies in this element address four aspects of creating a healthy economic climate for
Shoreline: Quality of Life, Sustainable Revenue Sources, Opportunities and Partnerships
and Placemaking. The policies presented in this element will guide future City initiatives
that, together with private sector actions, will produce a strong economy. The results will
preserve and improve the quality of life that Shoreline’s residents and workers currently
enjoy.

The Economic Development-Supporting Analysis section of this Plan contains the
background data and analysis that describes the existing economic conditions of the City
and provides the foundation for the following goals and policies.

Economic Development Goals

Goal ED I Maintain and improve the quality of life in the community by:

» Increasing employment opportunities and the job base

= Supporting businesses that provide goods and services to local and
regional populations

» Reducing reliance on residential property tax to fund city operations and
capital improvements

» Providing quality public services

= Preserving community character

= Maximizing opportunities along Bus Rapid Transit corridors and areas
to be served by light ralil

Goal ED Il:  Promote retail and office activity to diversify sources of revenue and expand
the employment base

Goal ED lll:  Facilitate private sector economic development through partnerships and
coordinating funding opportunities.
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Goal ED IV:  Promote and sponsor improvements and events throughout Shoreline that

attract investment.

Goal ED V:  Grow revenue sources that support City programs, services and

infrastructure.

Goal ED VI: Support employers and new businesses that create more and better jobs.

Goal ED VII: Encourage sustainable multi-story buildings.

Goal ED VIII: Promote and support vibrant activities and businesses that bring money into

Shoreline.

Goal ED IX: Incorporate environmental quality and social equity into economic

development as part of a three pronged approach to sustainability.

Economic Development Policies

Quality Of Life

ED1:

ED2:

EDS3:

ED4:

EDS:

EDG6:

ED7:

EDS:

Improve economic vitality by:

» Promoting existing businesses

» Recruiting new businesses

= Assisting businesses to create strategies and action plans

= Encouraging increased housing density around commercial districts,
especially those served by high capacity rapid transit

» Developing design guidelines to enhance commercial areas

Promote nonmotorized connections between commercial businesses and
services and residential neighborhoods.

Encourage and support home-based businesses in the City, provided that
signage, parking, storage, and noise levels are compatible with neighborhoods.

Use incentives and development flexibility to encourage quality development.

Attract a diverse population, including artists and trendsetters and families with
school-aged children.

Work to cure economically blighted areas in Shoreline by establishing Community
Renewal Areas with associated renewal plans.

Enhance existing neighborhood shopping and community nodes to support
increased commercial activity, neighborhood identity, and walkability.

Explore whether creating an “Aurora Neighborhood” as a fifteenth neighborhood
in Shoreline would allow the City to better serve citizens.
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Sustainable Revenue Sources

ED9:

ED10:

ED11:

Promote land uses and urban design that allow for smart growth and dense nodes
to support a self-sustaining local economy

Coordinate with local community and technical colleges and other institutions of
higher learning, including the University of Washington to train a workforce that is
prepared for emerging jobs markets

Diversify and expand the City’s job base, with a focus on attracting living wage
jobs, to allow people to work and shop in the community.

Opportunities and Partnerships

ED12:

ED13:

ED14:

ED15:

ED16:

ED17:

ED18:

ED19:

ED20:

ED21:

ED22:

ED23

Focus on the Aurora Corridor as the economic core of the City.
Revitalize community business districts to include high-density mixed-use.

Support and retain small businesses and create an environment where new
businesses can flourish.

Direct capital improvements to key areas to promote the City’s image, create a
sense of place, and to grow and attract businesses.

Actively work with other jurisdictions, educational institutions, agencies, economic
development organizations and local business associations to stimulate business
retention and implement interlocal and regional strategies.

Provide expeditious, predictable, and customer service-oriented permitting
process for commercial improvements, expansions, and developments.

Use and/or conduct market research as needed to guide the City’s economic
development strategies and to assist businesses.

Coordinate and initiate financial assistance for businesses, when appropriate,
using county, state and federal program funds, facility grants, loans and revolving
loan funds.

Encourage existing businesses to plan for shared parking for redeveloping
commercial areas.

Support public/private partnerships to facilitate or fund infrastructure
improvements that will result in increased economic opportunity.

Provide incentives for land uses that enhance the City’s vitality through a variety
of regulatory and financial strategies.

Encourage the redevelopment of key and underused parcels through incentives
and public/private partnerships.
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Placemaking
ED24:

ED25:

ED26:

ED27:

ED28:

Attachment B

Establish specific districts (such as cultural, entertainment, or ecological districts).

Develop vision and strategy for creating dense mixed-use nodes anchored by
Aurora’s shopping centers, including how to complement, support, and connect
them with midrise residential, office, and destination retail buildings.

Practice the Activities of Place Making

®Pao0oCR

Creating cachet, developing distinction
Building infrastructure

Collaborating

Serving businesses

Honing legislation

Focus efforts on City-shaping Place Making Projects

a.

b.

C.

d.

Creating a dynamic Aurora corridor neighborhood to capitalize on the
potential created by the City’s tremendous infrastructure investment.
Reinventing Aurora Square to help catalyze a master-planned, sustainable
lifestyle destination.

Unlocking the Fircrest Surplus Property to establish a new campus for
hundreds of family-wage jobs.

Planning the Light Rail Station Areas to create connectivity for appropriate
growth.

Foster On-going Place Making Projects

a.

T T TQ@ om0 a0oT

Town Center Development Area
Echo Lake Development Area
North City Development Area
Richmond Beach Development Areas
Ridgecrest Development Areas
Ballinger Development Area
Attracting Mid-sized Businesses
Farmers Market Launch
Expansion of Events and Festivals
Surplus Institutional Property
Enhancing the Community College
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Economic Development Element
Supporting Analysis

Background and Context

This section of the City of Shoreline Comprehensive Plan contains data and analysis in
support of the Economic Development Element. As required by Washington State’s Growth
Management Act, this section will summarize the local economy by presenting statistics on
population, employment, businesses and employment sectors, current real estate market
conditions, and the local revenue base.

Employment Growth Targets

The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs), adopted to implement the Growth
Management Act (GMA), establish employment growth targets for each of the jurisdictions
within the County. The employment target is the amount of job growth the jurisdiction
should plan to accommodate during the 2006-2031 planning period. Shoreline’s growth
target for this period is 5,000 additional jobs.

In the past, Shoreline was considered a “bedroom community” from which residents
travelled elsewhere for higher-wage jobs and for more complete shopping opportunities.
Recognizing new and innovative ways to support the local economy will assist efforts to plan
for the addition of 5,000 new jobs. The quality of Shoreline’s economy is affected by reliable
public services, the area’s natural and built attractiveness, good schools, strong
neighborhoods, efficient transportation options, and healthy businesses that provide goods
and services. Maintaining the community’s quality of life requires a strong and sustainable
economic climate.

2012-2017 Economic Development Strategic Plan

After a yearlong collaborative process, the City of Shoreline Office of Economic
Development adopted the 2012-2017 Economic Development Strategic Plan. The Strategic
Plan seeks to achieve Sustainable Economic Growth by supporting “place making” projects
that realize the six Council Guidelines for Sustainable Economic Growth:

» Multiple areas — improvements and events throughout the City that attract investment

* Revenue — growing revenue sources that support City programs

» Jobs — employers and business starts that create more and better jobs

* Vertical growth — sustainable multi-story buildings that efficiently enhance neighborhoods

» Exports — vibrant activities and businesses that bring money into Shoreline
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» Collaboration — broad-based partnerships that benefit all participants

Population and Employment

Overview

Within a total land area of 11.7 square miles, encompassing fourteen neighborhoods and
two major transportation corridors, the City of Shoreline has approximately 53,000 residents
and 16,400 jobs.

Shoreline’s major employment centers include two sizable retail developments on the
Aurora Corridor: Aurora Village (anchored by Costco and Home Depot) and Aurora Square.
There are additional neighborhood retail concentrations on 15" Ave NE, Ballinger Way, and
in Richmond Beach. Shoreline Community College and the Fircrest Campus are two of the
City's other major employment centers.

In order to understand the city’s economic strengths and weaknesses, Table ED-1
compares the demographics and household income of Shoreline with King County, and with
the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue Metropolitan Statistical Area, encompassing King, Snohomish,
and Pierce Counties.

Table ED-1
Demographics and Household Income

Shoreline King County Seattle-Tacoma-
Bellevue MSA

2010 Population 53,007 1,931,249 3,439,809
Median Age 44.1 37.1 36.8
Labor Force Population 36,302 1,353,507 2,372,574
(Population, age 16-64)
Labor Force Population, Percent 68.5% 70.1% 69.0%
of Total Population
Median Household Income $66,476 $67,711 $64,821

Sources: 2010 US Census

Population Trends and Forecasts

Population growth and household creation within the City generate demand for new
residential development. Population growth, income growth and job creation within local and
extended trade areas provide much of the support for new commercial and retail
development. Household creation is discussed in the Comprehensive Plan Housing
Element Supporting Analysis. Population and income growth trends and forecasts are
summarized in the following tables.
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Table ED-2
City of Shoreline and Region
Historic Population Growth

Annual Percent Change
1990- 2000- 2010-

1990 2000 2010 2011 2000 2010 2011
Shoreline 52,109 53,296 53,007 53,200 0.2% -0.1% 0.4%
King County 1,507,319 1,737,034 1,931,249 1,942,600 1.5% 1.1% 0.6%

Seattle-Tacoma- 2,559,164 3,043,878 3,439,809 3,461,750 1.9% 1.3% 0.6%
Bellevue MSA

Source: 1990, 2000, 2010 US Census; OFM April 1, 2011 estimates

Table ED-3
City of Shoreline and Region
Forecast Population Growth

Projected Ann. Growth

2010- 2020- 2030-

2010 2020 2030 2040 2020 2030 2040

Shoreline Forecast 68,097* 69,190 70,273 70,692 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
Analysis Zone Group*

Central Puget Sound 5 555945 4148693 4544179 4,988,135 | 1.2%  1.0%  1.0%
Region (MSA plus

Kitsap County)

King County 1,942,600 2,075,426 2,234,775 2,401,521 | 0.7% 0.8% 0.7%

Source: 2010 Census; Puget Sound Regional Council 2006 Small Area Forecasts
*Forecast Analysis Zones follow census tract boundaries that Include areas outside the City. Due to changes in census tract
boundaries, the 2010 total population for Shoreline FAZ group is based on 2006 projections, not the actual census count.

The data presented above support the following key considerations:

e The City's population growth has been and will continue to be slower than growth
in King County and the region.

¢ While Shoreline’s population is older than the population in King County and the
Metro Area, 68.5% of the population is of working age, which is only 0.5% lower
than the Metro Area labor force population.

¢ Median annual household income in Shoreline is only $1200 lower than in King
County, and $1700 higher than in the Metro Area as a whole.

Employment

Employment within the City is a measure of the current level of economic activity, in terms of
both number of jobs and the distribution of jobs among employment sectors. Table ED-4
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shows a breakdown of city employment by sector. The changing nature of jobs in the City is
reflected in Figures ED-1 through ED-4 on the following pages. 46% of jobs in 2010 were in
the services sector, which includes several sub-sectors. Shoreline’s top service sub-sectors
in 2010 were Health Care and Social Assistance (2,525 jobs), Administration and Support
(1,151 jobs), Accommodation and Food Services (986 jobs), and Other Services (1,147
jobs).

Table ED-4
City of Shoreline
Employment by Sector

1995 2000 2010 AYG- AR

# % of # % of # %of | 1995-  2000-

Total Total Total 2000 2010

Construction/ 570  42% | 514  32% | 558  34% | -2.0%  0.9%
Resources

FIRE* ok o 673 4.3% 478 2.9% ok -2.9%

Manufacturing 189 1.4% 144 0.9% 160 1.0% -4.8% 1.1%

Retalil 3531 26.2% | 2,685 17.0% | 2,629 16.0% | -4.8%  _g o9

Services 4720 35.0% | 6432 40.7% | 7,551 46.0% | 7.3% 179

WTU* 451  3.3% | 380  24% | 156  1.0% | -31%  cgu

Education 2133 15.8% | 2,335  14.8% | 2,126 13.0% | 1.9%  _gogu

Government 1811 13.4% | 2,656 16.8% | 2751 16.8% | 9.3%  0.4%

TOTAL 13,499 100% | 15820 100% | 16,400 100% | 3.4%  0.4%

*Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

** Wholesale Trade, Transportation, and Utilities

***1995 count combines FIRE and other service-sector jobs

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council “Covered Employment” Database
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Figures ED-1, ED-2, ED-3, ED-4
Changes in Makeup of Shoreline Employment
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2010 Employment
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Key considerations from employment data:
¢ Non-government employment in Shoreline is predominantly oriented toward

services and retail. These two sectors comprised 62% of total employment as of
2010.
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o Employment growth has been concentrated in services, which was the fastest
growing sector between 2000 and 2010.

e The other non-government sectors in which employment grew in the last decade
were manufacturing and construction/resources. Despite growth, the two sectors
together account for only 4.4% of total employment.

e Total employment in Shoreline continued to grow over the past decade, though
at a much slower pace than in the previous five years.

Peer Comparison: Household Characteristics

An comparison of Shoreline with peer cities can give a further indication of the relative
economic strengths and weaknesses of the City. Four cities were selected for a peer
comparison: Lynnwood, Tukwila, Marysville, and Kirkland. These are the cities in King and
Snohomish Counties that are most similar to Shoreline in terms of total number of “activity
units,” defined as each city’s total population plus total number of jobs.

Table ED-5
Peer Cities Selected For Comparison
Population 2010 Employment 2010 “Activity Units”
Lynnwood 35,836 22,889 58,725
Tukwila 19,107 43,126 62,233
Shoreline 53,007 16,409 69,416
Marysville 60,020 11,431 71,451
Kirkland 48,787 30,942 79,729

Sources: 2010 Census, PSRC “Covered Employment” Database

Income levels and employment characteristics of Shoreline’s households, while not
necessarily reflective of the quality of jobs in the City, can indicate the extent to which the
City is able to support new businesses and future development.

Table ED-6
Shoreline and Peer Cities
Income and Employment

_ Median Household Unemployment Rate Poverty Rate
City Income
Lynnwood $47,920 8.5% 12.6%
Tukwila $44,271 10.5% 23.8%
Shoreline $67,076* 6.7% 8.3%
Marysville $64,399 7.0% 9.5%
Kirkland $84,995 5.0% 5.5%

*Discrepencies with other data in this analysis are due to the use of ACS 5-year estimates, which are required for comparison
with peer cities. 3-year estimates are used elsewhere to capture more recent trends.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey
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Peer Comparison: Jobs-Housing Balance

Encouraging employment growth within the City may improve Shoreline’s jobs-housing
balance. Jobs and Housing are “balanced” at approximately 1.5 jobs per household. Jobs-
housing balance is “a means to address travel demand by improving accessibility to jobs, as
well as to goods, services, and amenities” (PSRC, Vision 2040). The creation of new jobs
through economic development can help alleviate a mismatch between jobs and housing,
reduce commute times, and create more opportunities for residents to work and shop within
their own community.

Table ED-7
Shoreline and Peer Cities
Jobs-Housing Balance

Employment  Housing Units Jobs/Housing Mismatch
2010 2010 Unit Ratio (Deviation from
1.5)

Lynnwood 22,889 14,939 1.53 0.03
Tukwila 43,126 7,755 5.56 4.06
Shoreline 16,409 22,787 0.72 -0.78
Marysville 11,431 22,363 0.51 -0.99
Kirkland 30,942 24,345 1.27 -0.23
King 1,099,639 851,261 1.29 -0.21
County
Snohomish 235,371 286,659 0.82 -0.68
County

Sources: 2010 US Census; PSRC Covered Employment Database

The peer comparisons presented above support the following key considerations:

o Despite being of similar size, the economic characteristics of the peer cities vary
considerably. Shoreline has the second highest median income, and the second
lowest unemployment and poverty rates among peer cities.

e Shoreline and Marysville share the characteristics of “bedroom communities” in that
both cities have substantially more residents than jobs. However, Shoreline has a
lower jobs-housing mismatch and better transportation access than many suburban
bedroom communities.

e There are currently only 0.72 jobs for every housing unit in the City, highlighting the
need for job growth and employment-supporting development.

Revenue Base

Sales Tax and Property Tax

The revenue base of the City is another measure of the strength of the local economy. A
strong revenue base supports the necessary public facilities and services for an attractive
place to live and work. Two major elements of the revenue base are taxable retail sales and
the assessed valuation for property taxes. Shoreline’s taxable sales and assessed valuation
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are compared to those in the peer communities and King County as a whole in Table ED-8

and Table ED-9.

Table ED-8
Shoreline and Peer Cities
Taxable Retail Sales

Sales, 2001 Sales, 2010 Avg. Ann.

(in millions)  Per Capita (in millions) Per Capita Growth
Lynnwood $1,720 $51,000 $1,778 $50,000 0.4%
Tukwila $1,858 $108,000 $1,635 $86,000 -1.3%
Shoreline $582 $11,000 $660 $12,000 1.5%
Marysville $394 $15,000 $722 $12,000 9.2%
Kirkland $1,307 $29,000 $1,456 $30,000 1.3%
King County $36,113 $21,000 $39,275 $20,000 1.0%

Source: Washington State Department of Revenue
Table ED-9
Shoreline and Peer Cities
Assessed Valuation

Avg.

AV, 2001 AV, 2010 Ann.
(in millions) Per Capita (in millions) Per Capita  Growth
Lynnwood $2,649 $78,000 $5,237 $146,000 10.9%
Tukwila $3,005 $174,000 $4,970 $260,000 7.3%
Shoreline $4,193 $78,000 $6,739 $127,000 6.7%
Marysville $1,428 $53,000 $4,437 $74,000 23.4%
Kirkland $5,964 $130,000 $11,312 $232,000 10.0%
King County $187,181 $106,000 $340,324 $175,000 9.1%

Source: Municipal Research and Service Center of Washington (2001 data is the earliest available from this source)

Taxable Sales and Assessed Valuation data support the following key considerations:

e Compared to the peer cities and King County, Shoreline has a relatively low revenue
base. Among peer cities, Shoreline had the second lowest per capita taxable sales

and second lowest per capita assessed valuation in 2010.

o Growth in assessed valuation has been moderate over the past decade, averaging a
6.7% annual increase. This could be due to a relative lack of new construction in
comparison to a younger community such as Marysville.

e Retail sales growth has averaged 1.5% annually. This is the second highest rate of
increase among the peer cities and higher than King County as a whole.

Other Revenue Sources

Other sources of revenue for the City include the gambling tax, utility tax, permit fees, and
other fees. Gambling taxes are collected at a rate of 10% of gross receipts for cardrooms in
the City. Projected gambling tax revenue for 2012 equals 6% of the total forecasted general
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fund operating revenues. 13% of total forecasted general operating revenues are expected
to come from the utility tax and 8% from license and permit fees. This compares to 32%
from property taxes and 20% from sales taxes. The remaining revenue comes from contract
payments, state and federal grants, and other sources.

Real Estate Market Conditions

Retail

Retail development meets two important economic development objectives. It provides the
goods and services needed by residents and businesses, and it provides a major source of
tax revenue. Table ED-8 above shows that retail sales have grown over the past decade,
yet they are still lower than sales in the peer cities used for comparison.

While Shoreline is home to many retail establishments, there is a significant amount of sales
“leakage” in some retail categories. Leakage refers to a deficit in sales made in the City
compared with the amount of spending on retail goods by Shoreline residents. Table ED-10
shows the retail categories with high levels of leakage, suggesting potential major retalil
opportunities in these categories. New retail development or re-development of existing
retail may better meet the shopping needs of Shoreline residents and increase sales tax
revenue for the City.

Table ED-10
City of Shoreline
Retail Leakage

% of Resident

Resident Sales Dollars Spent
Expenditures Retail Sales Leakage Elsewhere
Health and Personal
Care Stores $45,573,818 $26,814,862 $18,758,956 41.2%
Clothing and
Clothing .
Accessories Stores $38,482,646 $3,649,709 $34,832,937 90.5%
General
Merchandise Stores $110,346,269 $31,820,134 $78,526,135 71.2%
Foodservice and $91,161,225  $57,864,320 $33,296,005 36.5%

Drinking Places

Source: Robert Weis, PhD
Office

Shoreline has few large office concentrations or multi-tenant office buildings. New office
development could provide a location for various service providers as well as the
management and support facilities for businesses with multiple outlets. An inventory of
selected buildings offering office space for lease in Shoreline provides an indication of the
nature and strength of the local office market (see Table ED-11).

10
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Table ED-11
City of Shoreline
Selected Commercial Buildings

Year . Rentable  Available .

Address Built Stories SE SE Rent/SF.Yr
Ballinger Gateway 19500 2004 4 2,911 0 $21 N

Ballinger Way

NE
Ballinger Way 19936-19940 1978 1 10,289 0 $8-$12 N
Buildings Ballinger Way

NE
Interurban Center 17962 Midvale 1960 2 17,593 4,160 $15FS
Ave N
North City Office 17529-17535 1960 2 10,600 2,252 $12 N
Building 15" Ave NE
Shoreline Bank 20011 1975 1 12,042 1,411 $19-$28 N
Plaza Ballinger Way
NE
Shoreline Business 17544 Midvale 1962 4 21,362 5,742 $22.50 N
& Professional Ave N
Center
14625 15" Ave NE 1973 1 6,930 6,930 $29 N
TOTAL 81,727 20,495

* FS-Full Service, N-Net Tenant pays expenses
Source: Officespace.com

Residential

The King County CPPs call for Shoreline to plan 5,000 new households in the planning
period, or 200 new households per year. New residential development will provide shelter
for the local workforce and create new opportunities for families to live in the City. Table
ED-12 and ED-13 contain information on residential building permit tallies and new
apartment units in order to reflect trends in residential development. Additional information
on residential market conditions, including vacancy rates and home values is included in the
Housing Element Supporting Analysis.

Table ED-12
City of Shoreline
Newly Issued Building Permits

Addition/Remodel New Construction

2010 2011 2010 2011
Single Family 178 161 12 29
Multifamily 10 15 0 1
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Table ED-13
City of Shoreline
New Apartment Units by Year

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Yearly Avg.
Number of
New Units 0 66 289 0 21 376 75.2

Source: Dupre+Scott Apartment Advisors
The data support the following key considerations:

¢ Significant market leakage exists in multiple retail categories, creating potential
opportunities for new retail development in the City.

¢ The office vacancy rate for buildings listed on Officespace.com is 25%. However,
there is little or no new Class A office space in the City available to prospective
tenants.

o Permit activity for new residential development increased from 2010 to 2011. An even
faster pace of new development would likely be required to meet the goal of
accommodating 200 new households per year.

Economic Development Initiatives

Shoreline’s Economic Development Strategic Plan identified four significant projects that
can dramatically affect the economic vitality of Shoreline. The four City-Shaping Place
Making Projects are:

e Creating a Dynamic Aurora Corridor Neighborhood — unleashing the potential
created by the City’s tremendous infrastructure investment

¢ Reinventing Aurora Square — catalyzing a master-planned, sustainable lifestyle
destination

e Unlocking the Fircrest Surplus Property — establishing a new campus for hundreds
of family-wage jobs

e Planning Light Rail Station Areas — two imminent and crucial opportunities to create
connectivity for appropriate growth

12
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Economic Development Element
Supporting Analysis

Background and Context

This section of the City of Shoreline Comprehensive Plan contains data and analysis in

support of the Economic Development Element. As required by Washington State’s Growth
Management Act, this section will summarize the local economy by presenting statistics on
population, employment, businesses and employment sectors, current real estate market
conditions, and the local revenue base.
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Employment Growth Targets

The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs), adopted to implement the Growth
Management Act (GMA), establish employment growth targets for each of the jurisdictions
within the County. The employment target is the amount of job growth the jurisdiction
should plan to accommodate during the 2006-2031 planning period. Shoreline’s growth
target for this period is 5,000 additional jobs.

In the past, Shoreline was considered a “bedroom community” from which residents
travelled elsewhere for higher-wage jobs and for more complete shopping opportunities.
Recognizing new and innovative ways to support the local economy will assist efforts to plan
for the addition of 5,000 new jobs. The quality of Shoreline’s economy is affected by reliable
public services, the area’s natural and built attractiveness, good schools, strong
neighborhoods, efficient transportation options, and healthy businesses that provide goods
and services. Maintaining the community’s quality of life requires a strong and sustainable
economic climate.

2012-2017 Economic Development Strategic Plan

After a yearlong collaborative process, the City of Shoreline Office of Economic
Development adopted the 2012-2017 Economic Development Strategic Plan. The Strategic
Plan seeks to achieve Sustainable Economic Growth by supporting “place making” projects
that realize the six Council Guidelines for Sustainable Economic Growth:

* Multiple areas — improvements and events throughout the City that attract investment

* Revenue — growing revenue sources that support City programs

* Jobs — employers and business starts that create more and better jobs

* Vertical growth — sustainable multi-story buildings that efficiently enhance neighborhoods

* Exports — vibrant activities and businesses that bring money into Shoreline

* Collaboration — broad-based partnerships that benefit all participants

Population and Employment

Overview

Within a total land area of 11.7 square miles, encompassing fourteen neighborhoods and

two major transportation corridors, the City of Shoreline has approximately 53,000 residents
and 16,400 jobs.
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Shoreline’s major employment centers include two sizable retail developments on the
Aurora Corridor: Aurora Village (anchored by Costco and Home Depot) and Aurora Square.
There are additional neighborhood retail concentrations on 15" Ave NE, Ballinger Way, and
in Richmond Beach. Shoreline Community College and the Fircrest Campus are two of the
City’s other major employment centers.

In order to understand the city’s economic strengths and weaknesses, Table ED-1
compares the demographics and household income of Shoreline with King County, and with
the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue Metropolitan Statistical Area, encompassing King, Snohomish,
and Pierce Counties.

Table ED-1
. .
. City-6i-Sherelne hi
Demographics and Household Income
15" NE-and-NE Ni75th-and N-155"and
175"Shoreline AureraKing AutroraSeattle-
County Tacoma-Bellevue
MSA

2002 Estimated2010 Population 149:42353,007  489;5#11,931,249

5:70%44.1 5.519%37.1
2000Median Age
2002 Estimated 62,92736,302 81;3991,353,507

HouseholdslLabor Force
Population (Population, age 16-

64)
Average Household $79.68168.5% $76,72670.1%
rcomeLabor Force Population,

Percent of Total Population

Residential-Property $131,909$66,476 $133,193$67,711
ValueMedian Household Income

192;4333,439,809
5:67%36.8

83:7402,372,574

$80,70869.0%

$133;253$64,821

Sources: 2010 US Census
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Population Trends and Forecasts

Population growth and household creation within the City generate demand for new
residential development. Population growth, income growth and job creation within local and

extended trade areas provide much of the support for new commercial and retail
development. Household creation is discussed in the Comprehensive Plan Housing
Element Supporting Analysis. Population and income growth trends and forecasts are
summarized in the following tables.

Table ED-2
City of Shoreline and Region

Historic Population Growth Cemparisen

Average-Anrh-
GrowthAnnual Percent
Change
1996-  2000-
1996199 2000 2001201 2002201 | 200319 2000- 2060320
0 0 1 90-2000 2010 10-
2011
Central-Puget 3,056,800 3;275:857 3;323;#10 3;362,010 | 3;38%50 - 1-1%0.4
Sound—4 52,109 53,296 53,007 53,200 00.2% 0.1:4% %
GountyShoreline %
King County 1628800 1,737,046 1758312 1,774,312 177930  1.3%1 0.8%6%
1,507,319 034 1,931,249 1,942,600 0.5% %
ShorelineSeattle 48:14952,5 53,2963,0 53,42134 5325034 527301, 2.0%1. -
_Tacoma- 59,164 43,878 39,809 61,750 9% 3%  0.4%6%
Bellevue MSA

Source: 1990, 2000, 2010 US Census; OFM April 1, 2011 estimates
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20002010

Table ED-3

City of Shoreline and Region
ProjectedForecast Population Growth Cemparison

AverageProjected
Ann._Growth

20102020

20202030

20302040

2000-
2010-
2020

2010
2020-
2030

2020-
2030-
2040

Central
Puget
Seund—4
CoeuntySh
oreline
Forecast
Analysis
Zone
Group*

KingCentr
al Puget
Sound
Region
(MSA plus
Kitsap
County)

3;275;80968,
097*

17370343.6
90,942

3:641;41069,
190

1.869:6954,1
48,693

1,942,600

2,075,426

4;115:82370,
273

2,039;9854,5
44,179

2,234,775

4;535;80070,
692

2;203:6794,9

0
©
=
W
5

2,401,521

1.19%0 1.1%0

2%

0.7%1
2%

0.7%

2%

1.0.9
%%

0.8%

0.1.0
%%

1.0.8
%%

0.7%
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Source: 2010 Census; Puget Sound Regional Council 2006 Small Area Forecasts
*Forecast Analysis Zones follow census tract boundaries that Include areas outside the City. Due to changes in census tract
boundaries, the 2010 total population for Shoreline FAZ group is based on 2006 projections, not the actual census count.

The data presented above support the following key considerations:

e The City's population growth has been and will continue to be slower than growth
in King County and the region.

e While Shoreline’s population is older than the population in King County and the
Metro Area, 68.5% of the population is of working age, which is only 0.5% lower
than the Metro Area labor force population.

¢ Median annual household income in Shoreline is only $1200 lower than in King
County, and $1700 higher than in the Metro Area as a whole.

Employment

Employment within the City is a measure of the current level of economic activity, in terms of
both number of jobs and the distribution of jobs among employment sectors. Table ED-4
shows a breakdown of city employment by sector. The changing nature of jobs in the City is
reflected in Figures ED-1 through ED-4 on the following pages. 46% of jobs in 2010 were in
the services sector, which includes several sub-sectors. Shoreline’s top service sub-sectors
in 2010 were Health Care and Social Assistance (2,525 jobs), Administration and Support
(1,151 jobs), Accommodation and Food Services (986 jobs), and Other Services (1,147

jobs).
Table ED-4
SherelinerKing Geu_ ty-and was _|gte|
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City of Shoreline
Employment by Sector

1995 2000 2010 %

# % of # % of # % of 1995-  2000-

Total Total Total 2000 2010

construction/ 570  42% | 514  32% | 558  3.4% | -2.0%  0.9%
Resources

FIREX o e 673  43% | 478  29% | P 2.9%

Manufacturing 189 1.4% 144 0.9% 160 1.0% -4.8% 1.1%

Retail 3531 26.2% | 2,685 17.0% | 2629 16.0% | -48% .99

Services 4720 350% | 6432 40.7% | 7551 46.0% | 73%  179%

WTU* 451  3.3% 380 2.4% 156  10% | -3.1% .599%

Education 2133 15.8% | 2,335 14.8% | 2126 13.0% | 19%  _g9u%

Government 1811 13.4% | 2656 16.8% | 2751 16.8% | 9.3% m

TOTAL 13,499 100% | 15,820 100% | 16409 100% | 3.4%  0.4%

*Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

** Wholesale Trade, Transportation, and Utilities
***1995 count combines FIRE and other service-sector jobs

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council “Covered Employment” Database
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Fiqures ED-1, ED-2, ED-3, ED-4
Changes in Makeup of Shoreline Employment
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2010 Employment
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Key considerations from employment data:

Non-government employment in Shoreline is predominantly oriented toward
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services and retail. These two sectors comprised 62% of total employment as of

2010.
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e Employment growth has been concentrated in services, which was the fastest
growing sector between 2000 and 2010.

e The other non-government sectors in which employment grew in the last decade
were manufacturing and construction/resources. Despite growth, the two sectors
together account for only 4.4% of total employment.

e Total employment in Shoreline continued to grow over the past decade, though
at a much slower pace than in the previous five years.

Peer Comparison: Household Characteristics

An comparison of Shoreline with peer cities can give a further indication of the relative
economic strengths and weaknesses of the City. Four cities were selected for a peer
comparison: Lynnwood, Tukwila, Marysville, and Kirkland. These are the cities in King and
Snohomish Counties that are most similar to Shoreline in terms of total number of “activity
units,” defined as each city’s total population plus total number of jobs.

Table ED-5
Shoreline Ié'.' g-County & Washirgto
Peer Cities Selected For Comparison
WashingtenPopulation King Shereline” Activity
2010 CoeuntyEmployment Units”
2010
Number % Fotal Number  %-ofTotal  Number  %-oftotal
Median-Age 35.3 35.7 39.3
10
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Forecast Year

Lynnwood 35,836 22,889 58,725

Tukwila 19,107 43,126 62,233

Shoreline 53,007 16,409 69,416

Marysville 60,020 11,431 71,451

Kirkland 48,787 30,942 79,729
12
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Sources: 2010 Census, PSRC “Covered Employment” Database

Income levels and employment characteristics of Shoreline’s households, while not
necessarily reflective of the quality of jobs in the City, can indicate the extent to which the
City is able to support new businesses and future development.

Table ED-6
Shoreline and Peer Cities

Income and Employment

Median Household Unemployment Rate Poverty Rate
City Income
Lynnwood $47,920 8.5% 12.6%
Tukwila $44.271 10.5% 23.8%
Shoreline $67,076* 6.7% 8.3%
Marysville $64,399 7.0% 9.5%
Kirkland $84,995 5.0% 5.5%

*Discrepencies with other data in this analysis are due to the use of ACS 5-year estimates, which are required for comparison

with peer cities. 3-year estimates are used elsewhere to capture more recent trends.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey

Peer Comparison: Jobs-Housing Balance

Encouraging employment growth within the City may improve Shoreline’s jobs-housing
balance. Jobs and Housing are “balanced” at approximately 1.5 jobs per household. Jobs-
housing balance is “a means to address travel demand by improving accessibility to jobs, as
well as to goods, services, and amenities” (PSRC, Vision 2040). The creation of new jobs
through economic development can help alleviate a mismatch between jobs and housing,
reduce commute times, and create more opportunities for residents to work and shop within
their own community.

Table ED-7
. ‘ . |
Shoreline and Peer Cities
Jobs-Housing Balance

1995Employm  4998Housing  2001Jobs/Housi Avg-Ann-
ent 2010 Units 2010 ng Unit Ratio GrowthMismatch
(Deviation from
1.5)
# % of # % of # %of | 1995-  1998-
Fotat Fotat Fotal | 1998 2001
Constructiont
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BWCTU**

50% ORetail
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40%

% of Totgl Employment

BFIRES*

30% - @ Construction/Resource

20% -

10% A

0% T T
1995 1998 2001

Lynnwood 22,889 14,939 1.53 0.03
Tukwila 43,126 7,755 5.56 4.06
Shoreline 16,409 22,787 0.72 -0.78
Marysville 11,431 22,363 0.51 -0.99
Kirkland 30,942 24,345 1.27 -0.23
King County 1,099,639 851,261 1.29 -0.21
snohomish 95 377 286,659 0.82 068
County

Sources: 2010 US Census; PSRC Covered Employment Database
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The peer comparisons presented above support the following key considerations:

e Despite being of similar size, the economic characteristics of the peer cities vary
considerably. Shoreline has the second highest median income, and the second
lowest unemployment and poverty rates among peer cities.

e Shoreline and Marysville share the characteristics of “bedroom communities” in that
both cities have substantially more residents than jobs. However, Shoreline has a
lower jobs-housing mismatch and better transportation access than many suburban
bedroom communities.

e There are currently only 0.72 jobs for every housing unit in the City, highlighting the
need for job growth and employment-supporting development.

Revenue Base

Sales Tax and Property Tax

The revenue base of the City is another measure of the strength of the local economy. A
strong revenue base supports the necessary public facilities and services for an attractive
place to live and work. Two major elements of the revenue base are taxable retail sales and
the assessed valuation for property taxes. Shoreline’s taxable sales and assessed valuation
are compared to those in the peer communities and King County as a whole in Table ED-8
and Table ED-9.

Table ED-8

e o . .
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County

Seurces—King-and-Snohomish-County-A
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Shoreline and Peer Cities

Taxable Retail Sales

Sales, 2001 Sales, 2010 Avg. Ann.

(in millions) Per Capita (in millions) Per Capita Growth
Lynnwood $1,720 $51,000 $1,778 $50,000 0.4%
Tukwila $1,858 $108,000 $1,635 $86,000 -1.3%
Shoreline $582 $11,000 $660 $12,000 1.5%
Marysville $394 $15,000 $722 $12,000 9.2%
Kirkland $1,307 $29,000 $1,456 $30,000 1.3%
King County $36,113 $21,000 $39,275 $20,000 1.0%

Source: Washington State Department of Revenue

Table ED-9
Shoreline and Peer Cities
Assessed Valuation

Avg.
AV, 2001 AV, 2010 Ann.
(in millions) Per Capita (in millions) Per Capita Growth
Lynnwood $2,649 $78,000 $5,237 $146,000 10.9%
Tukwila $3,005 $174,000 $4,970 $260,000 7.3%
Shoreline $4,193 $78,000 $6,739 $127,000 6.7%
Marysville $1,428 $53,000 $4,437 $74,000 23.4%
Kirkland $5,964 $130,000 $11,312 $232,000 10.0%
King County $187,181 $106,000 $340,324 $175,000 9.1%

Source: Municipal Research and Service Center of Washington (2001 data is the earliest available from this source)

Taxable Sales and Assessed Valuation data support the following key considerations:

e Compared to the peer cities and King County, Shoreline has a relatively low revenue

base. Among peer cities, Shoreline had the second lowest per capita taxable sales
and second lowest per capita assessed valuation in 2010.

e Growth in assessed valuation has been moderate over the past decade, averaging a
6.7% annual increase. This could be due to a relative lack of new construction in
comparison to a younger community such as Marysville.

e Retail sales growth has averaged 1.5% annually. This is the second highest rate of
increase among the peer cities and higher than King County as a whole.
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Other Revenue Sources

Other sources of revenue for the City include the gambling tax, utility tax, permit fees, and
other fees. Gambling taxes are collected at a rate of 10% of gross receipts for cardrooms in
the City. Projected gambling tax revenue for 2012 equals 6% of the total forecasted general
fund operating revenues. 13% of total forecasted general operating revenues are expected
to come from the utility tax and 8% from license and permit fees. This compares to 32%
from property taxes and 20% from sales taxes. The remaining revenue comes from contract
payments, state and federal grants, and other sources.

Real Estate Market Conditions

Retail

Retail development meets two important economic development objectives. It provides the
goods and services needed by residents and businesses, and it provides a major source of
tax revenue. Table ED-8 above shows that retail sales have grown over the past decade,
yet they are still lower than sales in the peer cities used for comparison.

While Shoreline is home to many retail establishments, there is a significant amount of sales
“leakage” in some retail categories. Leakage refers to a deficit in sales made in the City
compared with the amount of spending on retail goods by Shoreline residents. Table ED-10
shows the retail categories with high levels of leakage, suggesting potential major retail
opportunities in these categories. New retail development or re-development of existing
retail may better meet the shopping needs of Shoreline residents and increase sales tax
revenue for the City.

Table ED-10
City of Shoreline

Retail Sates-AnalysisTFaxable-Retall-SalesLeakage
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Average-Annual-Growth
1995 2000 2001
1995 2000 2001 2002 to to to
2000 2001 2002
Retail Trade
Materials/Hardware
Stations
Services
Senvices
Ie%aléeltwees 7,214,215 54392 221 53,807,772 54.049.137 49.8% 110 0-4%
Contracting 7228230 66,903,320 65571008 60,829,124 | 56.19 2.09 7-29
Fransportation/Comm-/ 663;111 11,753,580 14:730:473 17,156,878 % 25-3% 16-5%
Estate
% of Resident
Resident Sales Dollars Spent
Expenditures Retail Sales Leakage Elsewhere
Health and Personal
Care Stores $45,573,818 $26,814,862 $18,758,956 41.2%
Clothing and
Clothing and $38,482,646 $3.649.700 $34,832,937 90.5%
Clothing
20
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Accessories Stores

General
Merchandise Stores  $110,346,269 $31,820,134 $78,526,135 71.2%

Foodservice and

Drinking Places $91,161,225 $57,864,320  $33,296,905 36.5%
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Source: -Washington-Department-of RevenueQuarterly Business-ReviewRobert Weis, PhD
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i ket Conditi

Officefew large office concentrations or multi-tenant office buildings. New office

development eancould provide a location for various service providers as well as the
management and support facilities for businesses with multiple outlets. An inventory of
selected buildings offering office space for lease in Shoreline provides an indication of the
nature and strength of the local office market (see Table ED-11-on-the-following-page).

Table ED-11

City of Shoreline

Selected Commercial Buildings

Year

Rentable

Available

Address Built Stories SE SE Rent/SF.Yr*
17733357 19500 19802 2bldgs:4 1400029 -0 $12 FS$21
NEBallinger Ballinger Way 004 11 N
Gateway NE
Aurora-Professional 1207-N N/AL9 21 23;76510, -0 $17-18
BuildingBallinger 200th19936- 78 289 FS$8-$12 N
Way Buildings 19940

Ballinger Way

NE
Adrora 916-N 19711 3bldgs:2 1448117, 4,558160 $18-N$15
Sheppinginterurban  160"17962 960 593 ES
Center Midvale Ave N
EvergreenNorth City 1802715 19801 2 1,50010,6 8002,252 $14-FS$12
Office Building NE17529- 960 00 N
17535 15'
Ave NE
Gathering-Placeof 1771215 N/AL9 1 1400012, 8000141 $13FS$19-
SheoreineShoreline NE20011 75 042 1 $28 N
Bank Plaza Ballinger Way
NE
PepperHillShoreline 14701 19851 14 13,00021, 1187574 $1322.50N
Business & Aureral7544 962 362 2
Professional Center  Midvale Ave N
Professional 19929 20031 21 9,5386,93 1,8816,93 $1629 N
Office14625 15 Ave Ballinger 973 0 0
NE
Sheoreline th 6,68981,7 2777204
NEficaTOTAL 1501-N-200 1980 2 z—‘— %—‘— $24 FS
Ven's-Square 16300-Aurera 1987 1 8,000 - $15-N
FOTAL 101,673 19,263

* FS-Full Service, N-Net Tenant pays expenses

Source: Officespace.com
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Residential

The datasupport-the following-conditions:

=—King County CPPs call for Shoreline has-few-large-office-concentrationsto plan 5,000
new households in the planning period, or multi-terant-office-buildings-

whele—ZOO new households per year. New re3|dent|al development WI|| Drowde shelter for
the local workforce and create new opportunities for families to live in the City. Table ED-12
and ED-13 contain information on residential building permit tallies and new apartment units
in order to reflect trends in residential development. Additional information on residential
market conditions, including vacancy rates and home values is included in the Housing
Element Supporting Analysis.

Table ED-12
City of Shoreline-Area-Apartment-\facancy-Statisties
Al Studie 1Bed 2/ bath 2/2bath 32 bath
Actual-Rent $747 $535 $656 $785 $861 $1:110

75%  7.1%
$781 $747
Sep-02  Sep-03
74%  74%
$866  $857
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Newly Issued Building Permits

Addition/Remodel New Construction

2010 2011 2010 2011
Single Family 178 161 12 29
Multifamily 10 15 0 1
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Table ED-13
City of Shoreline-and-Surreunding-Communities

Comparison-of Housing-Sale-Prices
Attached Detached
Resales New Resales New-Construction
Construetieon
Number Avg Number Avg Number Avg Price Number Avg
2600-2¢+t
thru-d-grt:
Bothell 130 146,401 84 191,754 448 241,818 106 351,038
Woedinville 44 170,887 - 385 435,917 11 323,076
Kirkland 381 227,677 126 392,145 679 329,931 122 422,848
Redmeond 213 185,936 58 253,822 824 363,450 216 443,449
Shoreline 125 145,142 2 228,000 837 274,683 5 313,142
2001
Bothell 190 160,073 139 204,259 606 264153 91 372,754
Kenmore 66 174,994 12 208,284 188 286,379 39 535,220
Kirkland 431 207,904 81 267,074 905 330,540 221 414,497
Redmeond 285 194,677 169 228,662 856 366,987 204 406,306
Shoreline 145 144,629 54 192,651 1147 279,930 14 285,548
2002
Kenmere 48 194,168 27 215,426 323 295,980 6 384,242
Weedinville 68 179,097 - 706 432,196 121 399,704
Redmond 329 184111 156 243,524 1,009 394,144 393 406,339
Shoreline 242 158,920 42 201,510 1,730 263,058 18 230,019
2003-1*
gt
Bothell 59 170,113 2 240,950 231 273,128 47 346,546
Kenmore EES 215,725 1 165,000 67 315,960 19 321,128
Woedinville 18 139,470 - 122 422,258 40 466,573
Kirkland 115 240,804 8 184,075 226 353,304 31 441442
Redmeond 73 186,773 7 242,226 179 392186 139 395,259
Shoreline 61 209,392 10 297,235 297 284,570 3 252,475

New Apartment Units by Year

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Yearly Avg.

Number of
New Units 0 66 89 0 21 76 5.2
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Source: Dupre+Scott Apartment Advisors

The data support the following eenelusiens:key considerations:

¢ Significant market leakage exists in multiple retail categories, creating potential
opportunities for new retail development in the City.

e The office vacancy rate for buildings listed on Officespace.com is 25%. However,
there is little or no new Class A office space in the City available to prospective
tenants.

e Permit activity for new residential development increased from 2010 to 2011. An even
faster pace of new development would likely be required to meet the goal of
accommodating 200 new households per year.

Economic Development Initiatives

Shoreline’s Economic Development

Strateqic Plan identified four significant projects that can dramatically affect the economic
vitality of Shoreline. The four City-Shaping Place Making Projects are:

e Creating a Dynamic Aurora Corridor Neighborhood — unleashing the potential
created by the City’s tremendous infrastructure investment

e Reinventing Aurora Square — catalyzing a master-planned, sustainable lifestyle
destination

e Unlocking the Fircrest Surplus Property — establishing a new campus for hundreds
of family-wage jobs

e Planning Light Rail Station Areas — two imminent and crucial opportunities to create
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connectivity for appropriate growth

28

Page 78



Attachment E

Shoreline Master Program Element
Goals & Policies

Introduction

Washington’s Shoreline Management Act (SMA) was passed by the Legislature in 1971 and
adopted by the public in a 1972 referendum. The goal of the SMA is “to prevent the inherent
harm in an uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s shorelines.” The SMA
establishes a balance of authority between local and state government. Cities and counties are
the primary regulators, but the state has authority to review local shoreline management
programs and permit decisions.

The SMA has three broad policies:

® Encourage water-dependent and water-oriented uses: "uses shall be preferred which
are consistent with control of pollution and prevention of damage to the natural
environment, or are unique to or dependent upon use of the states' shorelines....”

® Promote public access: “the public’s opportunity to enjoy the physical and aesthetic
qualities of natural shorelines of the state shall be preserved to the greatest extent
feasible consistent with the overall best interest of the state and the people generally."

® Protect shoreline natural resources, including "...the land and its vegetation and
wildlife, and the water of the state and their aguatic life...."

Shoreline Jurisdiction

Under the SMA, the shoreline jurisdiction includes areas that are 200 feet landward of the
ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of waters that have been designated as “shorelines of
statewide significance” or “shorelines of the state.” These designations were established in
1972, and are described in Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-18. Generally,
“shorelines of statewide significance” include portions of Puget Sound and other marine water
bodies, rivers west of the Cascade Range that have a mean annual flow of 1,000 cubic feet per
second (cfs) or greater, rivers east of the Cascade Range that have a mean annual flow of 200
cfs or greater, and freshwater lakes with a surface area of 1,000 acres or more. “Shorelines of
the state” are generally described as all marine shorelines and shorelines of all other streams or
rivers having a mean annual flow of 20 cfs or greater and lakes with a surface area greater than
20 acres.
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The City of Shoreline’s shoreline area includes approximately 3.5 miles of marine shorelines
within the city limits. There are no “shorelines of the state” associated with rivers,-er streams, or
freshwater lakes in the City or its pPotential aAnnexation aArea_(PAA) of Point Wells. The
portions of Puget Sound within the city limits and its petential-annexation-areaPAA -are defined
as “shorelines of the state” waterward of the line of extreme low tide (RCW 90.58.030(2)(e)(iii)).
Under the SMA, the shoreline area to be regulated under the City’s Shoreline Master Program
must include marine waters and shorelands, defined as the upland area within 200 feet of the
OHWM, as well as any associated wetlands (RCW 90.58.030). “Associated wetlands” means
those wetlands that are in proximity to and either influence or are influenced by tidal waters or a
lake or stream subject to the SMA (WAC 173-22-030 (1)). These are typically identified as
wetlands that physically extend into the shoreline jurisdiction, or wetlands that are functionally
related to the shoreline jurisdiction through surface water connection and/or other factors.
Intertidal wetlands have been mapped throughout the City limits along Puget Sound, while
smaller wetlands associated with Barnacle and Coyote Creeks are found in proximity to Puget
Sound.

Ordinary High
Water Mark N
(OHWM) \

Turisdiction

‘IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII“II“HIIIIIIIII|IIIIIIIII!IIIIIIIIHIIIII!IIIIIIIIiIIII!IIIIIIIIIIIII%IIIIIIIIIIIIIIiIII!!IIIIIIIIII'

Coastal Shorelines

Shoreline Master Programs

Under the SMA, each city and county adopts a Sshoreline mMaster pProgram (SMP) that is
based on state guidelines, but tailored to the specific needs of the community. Local shereline
masterprogramSMPs combine both plans and regulations to guide and control development
within the shoreline area. The plans are a comprehensive vision of how shoreline areas will be
used and developed over time. Regulations are the standards that shoreline projects and uses
must meet.

The City of Shoreline incorporated on August 31, 1995, and subsequently adopted the King
County Shoreline Master Program [Ord. 23, 1995]. With the adoption of the Comprehensive
Plan in 1998, the City adopted a Shoreline Master Program Element that containeds goals,
policies and maps of shoreline environments. While largely consistent with the King County
SMP, this newer SMP Element washas not been-reviewed by Ecology and therefore it didees

not yet-qualify as part of the City's recognized SMP. Fhe-1998-shoreline-goals-and-polices-are
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In 2007 the City began a process of creating its own SMP with the help of a grant from the State

Department of Ecology. This process included development of multiple background documents,
which are summarized below:

Public Participation Plan- Drafted March 2008. Outlines goals for public involvement, and

identifies stakeholders and strategies to involve them in decision-making.

e Inventory and Characterization Report- Drafted December 2008, Revised November 2009
and April 2010 in collaboration with the Richmond Beach Preservation Association (RBPA).
Describes current shoreline conditions, and provides a basis for updating the City’'s SMP
goals, policies, and requlations. The report identifies existing conditions and evaluates
existing functions and values of shoreline resources. It also describes opportunities for
conservation and restoration of ecological functions. This report helps the City make sound
decisions on policies and regulations. It also provides a baseline for determining the
success of the SMP with meeting its objectives.

¢ Land Use and Public Access Analysis- Drafted December 2008, Revised April 2010 with
RBPA. Describes current shoreline use patterns, redevelopment potential, and
opportunities for public access.

¢ Recommendations Report- Drafted December 2008, Revised April 2010 with RBPA.
Provides a summary of findings from the Inventory; discusses opportunities for water
dependent uses, public access, and restoration; and recommends specific shoreline
environment designations and goal, policy, and regulatory changes.

¢ General Goals and Policies- Drafted March 2009, Revised March 2010 with RBPA. Outlines
general aspirations and policy direction for the SMP, to serve as guidance when developing
more specific goals, policies, and requlations in the final version.

e Restoration Plan- Drafted March 2009, Revised April 2010 with RBPA. Identifies
opportunities (both programmatic and site-specific) for restoration, establishes goals and
policies, encourages working cooperatively with other regional entities, and provides
recommendations for supporting restoration through other regulatory and non-regulatory
programs.

e Environment Designations Memo- Drafted October 2009, Revised April 2010 with RBPA.
Ouitlines characteristics of different segments of the shoreline environment and assigns
designations, similar to zoning overlays. Each designation permits certain uses and
developments, if allowed by the underlying zoning district. The purpose of shoreline
environment designations is to provide a uniform basis for applying policies and regulations
within distinctly different shoreline areas.

¢ Administrative Procedures, Goals, Policies and Requlations- Drafted November 2010,
multiple revisions. Outlines policy framework and implements protections and strategies
recommended in previous documents. These are the mechanism by which development will
be requlated over time, and have more direct impact on property owners and the ecological
health of the Puget Sound than the other documents, which is why staff and stakeholders
have spent substantial time crafting balanced language.

e Cumulative Impacts Assessment- Drafted November 2010, Revised March 2012.

Determines whether proposed requlations, restoration opportunities, and restrictions will be

sufficient to ensure the Department of Ecology standard of “no net loss” and other goals that

the City is required to meet under the SMA.
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The final Shoreline Master Program was adopted by the City Council on May 29, 2012 by
Resolution 327. It included background, policies, and requlations based on findings and
recommendations from the documents listed above. Upon approval by the Department of
Ecology and Council adoption of |Ordinance| #?, the goals and policies contained in the SMP

were incorporated into this Comprehensive Plan Element, and requlations were incorporated
into Title 20 of the City of Shoreline Unified Development Code.

Environment Designations

Part of the process of drafting requlations involved classifying areas of the coastline according
to their historic and existing conditions and ecological function. Those classifications are listed

below:

Aquatic Environment (A). Encompasses all submerged lands from OHWM to the middle of
Puget Sound. The purpose of this designation is to protect, restore, and manage the unique
characteristics and resources of the areas waterward of the ordinary high-water mark. New
overwater structures are allowed only for water-dependent uses, public access, or ecological
restoration and must be limited to the minimum necessary to support the structure’s intended
use.

Urban Conservancy Environment (UC). The purpose of this designation is to protect
and restore relatively undeveloped or unaltered shorelines to maintain open space,
floodplains, or habitat, while allowing a variety of compatible uses. This designation shall
apply to shorelines that retain important ecological functions, even if partially altered.
These shorelines are suitable for low intensity development, uses that are a combination of
water related or water-enjoyment uses, or uses that allow substantial numbers of people
access to the shoreline. Any undesignated shorelines are automatically assigned an urban
conservancy designation.

Shoreline Residential Environment (SR). The purpose of this designation is to
accommodate residential development and accessory structures that are consistent with
this Shoreline Master Program. This designation shall apply to shorelines that do not meet
the criteria for Urban Conservancy and that are characterized by single-family or
multifamily residential development or are planned and platted for residential
development.

Waterfront Residential Environment (WR). The purpose of this designation is to
distinguish between residential portions of the coastline where natural and manmade
features preclude building within the shoreline jurisdiction and the section along 27th
Avenue NW where residential properties directly abut the Puget Sound.

Point Wells Urban Environment (PW). The purpose of this designation is to
accommodate higher density uses while protecting existing ecological functions and
restoring ecological functions that have been degraded.

Point Wells Urban Conservancy Environment (PWC). The purpose of this designation
is to distinguish between differing levels of potential and existing ecological function within
the Point Wells environment, and regulate uses and public access requirements

appropriately.
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Goal SMPI. __ Provide for economically productive uses that are particularly dependent on their
shoreline location or use.

Goal SMPII: _Increase public access to publicly-owned areas of the shoreline.

Goal SMPIII: _Develop public and private recreation opportunities that are compatible with
adjacent uses and that protect the shoreline environments.

Goal SMP 1V: Provide inter-connected, efficient, and safe transportation networks to and
around the shoreline to accommodate vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and cyclists.

Goal SMPV: Regulate land use patterns to locate activity and development in areas of the
shoreline that will be compatible with adjacent uses and will be sensitive to
existing shoreline environments, habitat, and ecological systems.

Goal SMPVI: _Conserve and protect the natural resources of the shoreline including, but not
limited to scenic vistas, aesthetics, and vital estuarine areas for fisheries and
wildlife protection.

Goal SMPVII: Identify, preserve, protect, and restore shoreline areas, buildings, and sites
having historical, cultural, educational, or scientific values.

Goal SMPVIII: Protect the City of Shoreline and other property owners from losses and damage
created by flooding along the coast and sea-level rise.

Goal SMP IX: Improve water quality, reduce the impacts of flooding events; and restore natural
areas, vegetation, and habitat functions.

SMP Policies

General Environment

SMP1:

The adverse impacts of shoreline developments and activities on the natural

environment, critical areas and habitats for proposed, threatened, and
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endangered species should be minimized during all phases of development (e.qg.,

design, construction, operation, and management).

SMP2:

Shoreline developments that protect and/or contribute to the long-term restoration

of habitat for proposed, threatened, and endangered species are consistent with

the fundamental goals of this Master Program. Shoreline developments that

propose to enhance critical areas, other natural characteristics, resources of the

shoreline, and/or provide public access and recreational opportunities to the

shoreline are also consistent with the fundamental goals of this Master Program,

and should be encouraged.

Earth
SMP3:

Beaches are valued for recreation and may provide fish spawning substrate.

Development that could disrupt these shoreforms may be allowed:

a. _When such disruption would not reduce shoreline ecological function;

b. Where there is a demonstrated public benefit; and/or

c. _Where the Department of Fish and Wildlife determines there would be

Water
SMP4.

no significant impact to the fisheries resource.

Shoreline development and activities shall result in no net loss of ecological

functions.

SMP5:

Development and regulated activities shall minimize impacts to hydrogeologic

processes, surface water drainage, and groundwater recharge.

SMP6:

Measures shall be incorporated into the development, use, or activity to protect

water bodies and wetlands from all sources of pollution including, but not limited

to sediment and silt, petrochemicals, and wastes and dredge spoils.

SMP7:

Adequate provisions to prevent water runoff from contaminating surface and

groundwater shall be included in development design. The Director may specify

the method of surface water control and maintenance programs. Surface water

control must comply with the adopted storm-water manual.

SMPS8:

All measures for the treatment of surface water runoff for the purpose of

maintaining and/or enhancing water guality shall be conducted onsite. Off-site

treatment facilities may be considered if onsite treatment is not feasible.

SMP9:

Point and non-point source pollution should be managed on a basin-wide basis to

protect water quality and support the efforts of shoreline property owners to

maintain shoreline ecological functions.

Plants and Animals

SMP10:

Shoreline development, uses, and activities shall be:

a. Located and conducted in a manner that minimizes impacts to

existing ecological values and natural resources of the area, conserves

properly functioning conditions, and ensures no net loss of shoreline

ecological functions;

b. Scheduled to protect biological productivity and to minimize

interference with fish resources including anadromous fish migration,

spawning, and rearing activity;

c. Designed to avoid the removal of trees in shorelines wherever

practicable, and to minimize the removal of other woody vegetation.

Where riparian vegetation is removed, measures to mitigate the loss of

vegetation shall be implemented to ensure no net loss; and
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d. Designed to minimize impacts to the natural character of the

shoreline as much as possible.

Noise
SMP11: Noise levels shall not interfere with the quiet enjoyment of the shoreline.
Public Health
SMP12: All development within the regulated shoreline shall be located, constructed, and
operated so as not to be a hazard to public health and safety.
Land Use
SMP13: The size of the shoreline development and the intensity of the use
shall be compatible with the surrounding environment and uses.
The City of Shoreline may prescribe operation intensity,
landscaping, and screening standards to ensure compatibility with
the character and features of the surrounding area.
SMP14. Shoreline developments shall minimize land use conflicts to
properties adjacent to, upstream, and downstream of the proposed
site.
Aesthetics
SMP15: Development should be designed to minimize the negative aesthetic impact

structures have on the shoreline by avoiding placement of service areas, parking

lots, and/or view- blocking structures adjacent to the shoreline.

Historical/Cultural

SMP16:

Development should strive to preserve historic or culturally significant resources.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas Within the Shoreline

Critical Areas

SMP17: Preserve and protect unique, rare, and fragile natural and man-made features
and wildlife habitats.

SMP18: Enhance the diversity of aguatic life, wildlife, and habitat within the shoreline.

SMP19: Conserve and maintain designated open spaces for ecological, educational, and
recreational purposes.

SMP20: Recognize that the interest and concern of the public is essential to the
improvement of the environment, and sponsor and support public information
programs.

SMP21.: The level of public access should be appropriate to the degree of unigueness or
fragility of the geological and biological characteristics of the shoreline (e.q.,
wetlands, spawning areas).

SMP22: Discourage intensive development of shoreline areas that are identified as

hazardous or environmentally sensitive.

Floodplain Management

SMP23:

Flood management planning should be undertaken in a coordinated manner

among affected property owners and public agencies and should consider the

entire coastal system. This planning should consider off-site impacts such as
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erosion, accretion, and/or flood damage that might occur if shore protection

structures are constructed.

SMP24:

Non-structural control solutions are preferred over structural flood control devices,

and should be used wherever possible when control devices are needed. Non-

structural controls include such actions as prohibiting or limiting development in

areas that are historically flooded or limiting increases in peak flow runoff from

new upland development. Structural solutions to reduce shoreline damage

should be allowed only after it is demonstrated that non-structural solutions would

not be able to reduce the damage.

SMP25:

Substantial stream channel modification, realignment, and straightening should

be discouraged as a means of flood protection.

SMP26:

Where possible, public access should be integrated into the design of publicly

financed flood management facilities.

SMP27:

The City supports the protection and preservation of the aguatic environment and

the habitats it provides, and advocates balancing these interests with the City’s

intention to ensure protection of life and property from damage caused by

flooding.

SMP28:

Development should avoid potential channel migration impacts.

Wetlands

SMP29:

Wetland ecosystems serve many important ecological and environmental

functions, which are beneficial to the public welfare. Such functions include, but

are not limited to, providing food, breeding, nesting and/or rearing habitat for fish

and wildlife; recharging and discharging ground water; contributing to stream flow

during low flow periods; stabilizing stream banks and shorelines; storing storm

and flood waters to reduce flooding and erosion; and improving water quality

through biofiltration, adsorption, and retention and transformation of sediments,

nutrients, and toxicants; as well as education and scientific research.

SMP30:

Wetland areas should be identified according to established identification

and delineation procedures and provided appropriate protection consistent

with the policies and requlations of this Master Program and Chapter 20.80,

Critical Areas.

SMP31:

The greatest protection should be provided to wetlands of exceptional

resource value, which are defined as those wetlands that include rare,

sensitive, or irreplaceable systems such as:

a. Documented or potential habitat for an endangered, threatened, or sensitive

species;

b. High quality native wetland systems as determined by the Washington State

Natural Heritage Program;

c. Significant habitat for fish or aquatic species as determined by the

appropriate state resource agency;

d. Diverse wetlands exhibiting a high mixture of wetland classes and

subclasses as defined in the US Fish and Wildlife Service

classification system;

e. Mature forested swamp

communities; and/or

f. Sphagnum bogs or fens.

SMP32:

A wetland buffer of adequate width should be maintained between a

wetland and the adjacent development to protect the functions and

integrity of the wetland.
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SMP33:

The width of the established buffer zone should be based upon the

functions and sensitivity of the wetland, the characteristics of the

existing buffer, and the potential impacts associated with the adjacent

land use.

SMP34:

All activities that could potentially affect wetland ecosystems should be

controlled both within the wetland and the buffer zone to prevent adverse

impacts to the wetland functions.

SMP35:

No wetland alteration should be authorized unless it can be shown that the

impact is both unavoidable and necessary, and that resultant impacts are

offset through the deliberate restoration, creation, or enhancement of

wetlands.

SMP36:

Wetland restoration, creation, and enhancement projects should result in

no net loss of wetland acreage and functions. Where feasible, wetland

quality should be improved.

SMP37:

Wetlands that are impacted by activities of a temporary nature

should be restored immediately upon project completion.

SMP38:

In-kind replacement of functional wetland values is preferred. Where in-

kind replacement is not feasible or practical due to the characteristics of

the existing wetland, substitute ecological resources of equal or greater

value should be provided.

SMP39:

On-site replacement of wetlands is preferred. Where on-site replacement of

a wetland is not feasible or practical due to characteristics of the existing

location, replacement should occur within the same watershed and in as

close proximity to the original wetland as possible.

SMP40:

Where possible, wetland restoration, creation, and enhancement

projects should be completed prior to wetland alteration. In all other

cases, replacement should be completed prior to use or occupancy of

the activity or development.

SMP41:

Applicants should develop comprehensive mitigation plans to ensure long-

term success of the wetland restoration, creation, or enhancement project.

Such plans should provide for sufficient monitoring and contingencies to

ensure wetland persistence.

SMP42:

Applicants should demonstrate sufficient scientific expertise, supervisory

capability, and financial resources to complete and monitor the mitigation

project.

SMP43:

Proposals for restoration, creation, or enhancement should be

coordinated with appropriate resource agencies to ensure adequate

design and consistency with other regulatory requirements.

SMP44:

Activities should be prevented in wetland buffer zones except where such

activities have no adverse impacts on wetland ecosystem functions.

SMP45:

Wetland buffer zones should be retained in their natural condition unless

revegetation is necessary to improve or restore the buffer.

SMP46:

Land use should be regulated to avoid adverse effects on wetlands and

maintain the functions and values of wetlands throughout Shoreline, and

review procedures should be established for development proposals in and

adjacent to wetlands.

Public Access

SMP47:

Public access provisions should be incorporated into all private and public

developments. Exceptions may be considered for the following types of uses:

a. A single family residence;
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b. An individual multi-family structure containing more than four (4) dwelling

units; and/or

c. Where deemed inappropriate by the Director.

SMP48:

Development uses and activities on or near the shoreline should not

impair or detract from the public's visual or physical access to the water.

SMP49:

Public access to the shoreline should be sensitive to the unigue

characteristics of the shoreline and should preserve the natural character

and guality of the environment and adjacent wetlands, public access

should assure no net loss of ecological functions.

SMP50:

Where appropriate, water-oriented public access should be provided as

close as possible to the water's edge without adversely affecting a

sensitive environment.

SMP51:

Except for access to the water, the preferred location for placement of public

access trails is as close to the furthest landward edge of the native

vegetation zone as practical. Public access facilities should provide

auxiliary facilities, such as parking and sanitation, when appropriate, and

shall be designed for accessibility by people with disabilities. Publicly

owned shorelines should be limited to water-dependent or public recreation

uses, otherwise such shorelines should remain protected open space.

SMP52:

Public access afforded by public right of way street ends adjacent to the

shoreline should be preserved, maintained, and enhanced.

SMP53:

Public access should be designed to provide for public safety and to

minimize potential impacts to private property and individual privacy. This

may include providing a physical separation to reinforce the distinction

between public and private space, providing adequate space, through

screening with landscape planting or fences, or other means.

SMP54:

Public views from the shoreline upland areas should be enhanced and preserved.

Enhancement of views should not be construed to mean excess removal of

vegetation that partially impairs views.

SMP55:

Public access facilities should be constructed of environmentally friendly

materials and support healthy natural processes, whenever financially

feasible and possible.

SMP56:

Public access facilities should be maintained to provide a clean, safe

experience, and to protect the environment.

Boating Facilities

SMP57:

Boating facilities can have a significant impact on habitat. The impacts of boating

facilities should be reviewed thoroughly before boating facilities are permitted in

the shoreline jurisdiction.

SMP58:

Public and community boating facilities may be allowed. Individual

private facilities are prohibited.

SMP59:

New nonresidential boating facilities may be allowed as a conditional

use within the regulated shoreline. When allowed, such facilities

should be designed to accommodate public access and enjoyment of

the shoreline location. Depending on the scale of the facility, public

access should include walkways, viewpoints, restroom facilities, and

other recreational uses.

SMP60:

Dry boat storage should not be considered a water-oriented use.

Only boat hoists, boat launch ramps, and access routes associated

with a dry boat storage facility should be considered a water-oriented

use.
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SMP61.: Health, Safety and Welfare considerations must be addressed in
application for development of boating facilities.

SMP62: Navigation rights must be protected in development of boating facilities.

SMP63: Extended moorage on waters of the state without a lease or

permission is restricted and mitigation of impacts to navigation and

access is required.

Breakwaters, Jetties, Groins and Weirs

SMP64:

Breakwaters, jetties, groins, and weirs should be permitted only for water-

dependent uses and only where mitigated to provide no net loss of shoreline

ecological functions and processes.

Nonresidential Development

SMP65:

Priority of any nonresidential development should be given to water-dependent

and water- enjoyment uses. Allowed uses include restaurants that provide a view

of the sound to customers, motels and hotels that provide walking areas for the

public along the shoreline, office buildings, and retail sales buildings that have a

waterfront theme with public access to the beach or water views.

SMP66:

Over-the-water nonresidential development shall be prohibited.

SMP67:

Nonresidential development should be required to provide on-site physical or

visual access to the shoreline, or offer other opportunities for the public to

enjoy shorelines of statewide significance. If on-site access cannot be

provided, offsite access should be required. Off site access could be

procured through the purchase of land or an easement at a location

appropriate to provide the access deemed necessary. Nonresidential

developments should include multiple use concepts such as open space and

recreation.

SMP68:

Nonresidential development in the shoreline jurisdiction should

include landscaping to enhance the shoreline area.

In-stream Structures

SMP69:

In-stream structures should provide for the protection and preservation, of

ecosystem-wide processes, ecological functions, and cultural resources

including, but not limited to fish and fish passage, wildlife and water

resources, shoreline critical areas, hydrogeological processes, and natural

scenic vistas. The location and planning of in-stream structures should give

due consideration to the full range of public interests, watershed functions

and processes, and environmental concerns, with special emphasis on

protecting and restoring priority habitats and species.

SMP70:

Non-structural and non-requlatory methods to protect, enhance, and restore

shoreline ecological functions and processes and other shoreline resources

should be encouraged as an alternative to structural in-stream structures.

Aquaculture
SMP71:

Potential locations for aquaculture are relatively restricted due to specific

requirements for water quality, temperature, flows, oxygen content, adjacent land

uses, wind protection, commercial navigation, and, in marine waters, salinity.

The technology associated with some forms of present- day aquaculture is still in

its formative stages and experimental. Therefore, the City recognizes the
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necessity for some latitude in the development of this use as well as its potential

impact on existing uses and natural systems.

SMP72:

Aguaculture should not be permitted in areas where it would result in a net

loss of ecological functions, adversely impact eelgrass and macroalgae, or

significantly conflict with navigation and other water-dependent uses.

Aquacultural facilities should be designed and located so as not to spread

disease to native aquatic life, establish new nonnative species which cause

significant ecological impacts, or significantly impact the aesthetic qualities of

the shoreline. Impacts to ecological functions shall be mitigated according to

the mitigation sequence described in SMC 20.230.020.

Parking
SMP73:

Parking in shoreline areas should be minimized.

SMP74:

Parking within shoreline areas should directly serve a permitted use on the

property.

SMP75:

Parking in shoreline areas should be located and designed to minimize

adverse impacts including those related to stormwater runoff, water

quality, visual qualities, public access, and vegetation and habitat

maintenance.

SMP76:

Landscaping should consist of native vegetation in order to enhance the

habitat opportunities within the shorelines area.

Recreational Facilities

SMP77:

The coordination of local, state, and federal recreation planning should be

encouraged so as to mutually satisfy recreational needs. Shoreline recreational

developments should be consistent with all adopted parks, recreation, and open

space plans.

SMP78:

Parks, recreation areas, and public access points, such as hiking paths, bicycle

paths, and scenic drives should be linked.

SMP79:

Recreational developments should be located and designed to preserve,

enhance, or create scenic views and vistas.

SMP80:

The use of jet-skis and similar recreational equipment should be restricted to

special areas. This type of activity should be allowed only where no conflict

exists with other uses and wildlife habitat.

SMP81:

All recreational developments should make adequate provisions for:

a. Vehicular and pedestrian access, both on-site and off-site;

b. Proper water, solid waste, and sewage disposal methods;

c. Security and fire protection for the use itself and for any use-related

impacts to adjacent private property;

d. The prevention of overflow and trespass onto adjacent properties; and

e. Buffering of such development from adjacent private property or natural areas.

Residential Development

SMP82: In accordance with the Public Access requirements in 20.230.060, residential
developments of four (4) or more dwelling units should provide dedicated and
improved public access to the shoreline.

SMP83: Residential development and accessory uses should be prohibited over the
water.

SMP84: New subdivisions should be encouraged to cluster dwelling units in order to

preserve natural features, minimize physical impacts, and provide for public

access to the shoreline.
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SMP85: In all new subdivisions and detached single family development with four (4) or
more dwelling units, joint-use shoreline facilities should be encouraged.
SMP86: Accessory uses and structures should be designed and located to blend into the

site as much as possible. Accessory uses and structures should be located

landward of the principal residence when feasible.

Shoreline Modification

SMP87:

Biostabilization and other bank stabilization measures should be located,

designed, and constructed primarily to prevent damage to the existing primary

structure.

SMP88:

All new development should be located and designed to prevent or minimize the

need for shoreline stabilization measures and flood protection works. New

development requiring shoreline stabilization shall be discouraged in areas where

no preexisting shoreline stabilization is present.

SMP89:

Shoreline modifications are only allowed for mitigation or enhancement purposes,

or when and where there is a demonstrated necessity to support or protect an

existing primary structure or legally existing shoreline use that is otherwise in

danger of loss or substantial damage.

SMP90:

Proposals for shoreline modifications should be designed to protect life and

property without impacting shoreline resources.

SMP91:

Shoreline modifications that are natural in appearance, compatible with ongoing

shoreline processes, and provide flexibility for long term management, such as

protective berms or vegetative stabilization, should be encouraged over structural

means such as concrete bulkheads or extensive revetments, where feasible.

SMP92:

Structural solutions to reduce shoreline damage should be allowed only after it is

demonstrated that nonstructural solutions would not be able to withstand the

erosive forces of the current and waves.

SMP93:

The design of bank stabilization or protection works should provide for the long—

term, multiple-use of shoreline resources and public access to public shorelines.

SMP94:

In the design of publicly financed or subsidized works, consideration should be

given to providing pedestrian access to shorelines for low impact outdoor

recreation.

SMP95:

All flood protection measures should be placed landward of the natural flood

boundary, including wetlands that are directly interrelated and inter-dependent

with water bodies.

SMP96:

If through construction and/or maintenance of shoreline modification

developments, the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat will occur, mitigation

should be required.

Dredging and Dredge Spoil

SMP97:

Dredging waterward of the ordinary high water mark for the primary purpose of

obtaining fill material is prohibited.

SMP98:

Dredging operations should be planned and conducted to minimize interference

with navigation; avoid creating adverse impacts on other shoreline uses,

properties, and ecological shoreline functions and values; and avoid adverse

impacts to habitat areas and fish species.

SMP99:

Dredge spoil disposal in water bodies shall be prohibited except for habitat

improvement.

SMP100:

Dredge spoil disposal on land should occur in areas where environmental

impacts will not be significant.
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Bulkheads
SMP101:

Attachment E

Bulkheads constructed from natural materials, such as protective berms, beach

enhancement, or vegetative stabilization are strongly preferred over structural

bulkheads constructed from materials such as steel, wood, or concrete.

Proposals for bulkheads should demonstrate that natural methods are

unworkable.

SMP102:

Bulkheads should be located, designed, and constructed primarily to prevent

damage to the existing primary structure. New development that requires

bulkheads is not permitted except as specifically provided under this Master

Program.

SMP103:

Shoreline uses should be located in a manner so that a bulkhead is not likely to

become necessary in the future.

SMP104:

Bulkheads should not be approved as a solution to geo-physical problems, such

as mass slope failure, sloughing, or landslides. Bulkheads should only be

approved for the purposes of preventing bank erosion by the Puget Sound.

Revetments

SMP105:

The use of armored structural revetments should be limited to situations where it

is determined that nonstructural solutions such as bioengineering, setbacks,

buffers or any combination thereof, will not provide sufficient shoreline

stabilization.

SMP106:

Revetments should be designed, improved, and maintained to provide public

access whenever possible.

Land Disturbing Activities

SMP107: Land disturbing activities should only be allowed in association with a permitted
shoreline development.

SMP108: Land disturbing activities should be limited to the minimum necessary to
accommodate the shoreline development or a landscape plan developed in
conjunction with the shoreline development.

SMP109: Erosion shall be prevented and sediment shall not enter waters of the state.

Landfilling

SMP110: The perimeter of landfilling should be designed to avoid or eliminate erosion and
sedimentation impacts, during both initial landfilling activities and over time.

SMP111: Where permitted, landfilling should be the minimum necessary to provide for the
proposed use and should be permitted only when conducted in conjunction with a
specific development proposal that is permitted by the Shoreline Master Program.
Speculative landfilling activity should be prohibited.

Signs

SMP112: Signs should be designed and placed so that they are compatible with the

natural quality of the shoreline environment and adjacent land and water

uses.

Stormwater Management Facilities

SMP113:

Stormwater facilities located in the shoreland area should be maintained only to

the degree necessary to ensure the capacity and function of the facility, including

the removal of non-native, invasive plant species.
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SMP114:

The stormwater facility should be planted with native vegetation.

Transportation

SMP114: New roads within the shoreline area should be minimized.

SMP115: Roads and railroad locations should be planned to fit the topographical
characteristics of the shoreline such that alternation of natural conditions is
minimized.

SMP116: Pedestrian and bicycle trails should be encouraged.

SMP117: When existing transportation corridors are abandoned they should be reused for
water- dependent use or public access.

SMP118: Alternatives to new roads or road expansion in the shoreline area should be
considered as a first option.

SMP119: Joint use of transportation corridors within shoreline jurisdiction for roads, utilities,
and motorized forms of transportation should be encouraged.

SMP120: New roads should be designed to accommodate bicyclists, pedestrians and
transit, where feasible.

Utilities

SMP121: Utilities should utilize existing transportation and utility sites, rights-of-way, and
corridors whenever possible. Joint use of rights-of-way and corridors should be
encouraged.

SMP122: Unless no other feasible alternative exists, utilities should be prohibited in the
shoreline jurisdiction, wetlands, and other critical areas. There shall be no net
loss of ecological functions or significant impacts to other shoreline resources or
values.

SMP123: New utility facilities should be located so as not to reguire extensive shoreline
modifications.

SMP124: Whenever possible, utilities should be placed underground or alongside or under
bridges.

SMP125: Solid waste disposal activities and facilities should be prohibited in shoreline

area
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Shoreline Master Program Element
Goals & Policies

Introduction

Washington’s Shoreline Management Act (SMA) was passed by the Legislature in 1971 and
adopted by the public in a 1972 referendum. The goal of the SMA is “to prevent the inherent
harm in an uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s shorelines.” The SMA
establishes a balance of authority between local and state government. Cities and counties are
the primary regulators, but the state has authority to review local shoreline management
programs and permit decisions.

The SMA has three broad policies:

e Encourage water-dependent and water-oriented uses: "uses shall be preferred which
are consistent with control of pollution and prevention of damage to the natural
environment, or are unique to or dependent upon use of the states' shorelines....”

e Promote public access: “the public’s opportunity to enjoy the physical and aesthetic
qualities of natural shorelines of the state shall be preserved to the greatest extent
feasible consistent with the overall best interest of the state and the people generally."

e Protect shoreline natural resources, including "...the land and its vegetation and
wildlife, and the water of the state and their aquatic life...."

Shoreline Jurisdiction

Under the SMA, the shoreline jurisdiction includes areas that are 200 feet landward of the
ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of waters that have been designated as “shorelines of
statewide significance” or “shorelines of the state.” These designations were established in
1972, and are described in Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-18. Generally,
“shorelines of statewide significance” include portions of Puget Sound and other marine water
bodies, rivers west of the Cascade Range that have a mean annual flow of 1,000 cubic feet per
second (cfs) or greater, rivers east of the Cascade Range that have a mean annual flow of 200
cfs or greater, and freshwater lakes with a surface area of 1,000 acres or more. “Shorelines of
the state” are generally described as all marine shorelines and shorelines of all other streams or
rivers having a mean annual flow of 20 cfs or greater and lakes with a surface area greater than
20 acres.

The City of Shoreline’s shoreline area includes approximately 3.5 miles of marine shorelines
within the city limits. There are no “shorelines of the state” associated with rivers, streams, or
freshwater lakes in the City or its Potential Annexation Area (PAA) of Point Wells. The portions
of Puget Sound within the city limits and its PAA are defined as “shorelines of the state”
waterward of the line of extreme low tide (RCW 90.58.030(2)(e)(iii)). Under the SMA, the
shoreline area to be regulated under the City’s Shoreline Master Program must include marine
waters and shorelands, defined as the upland area within 200 feet of the OHWM, as well as any
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associated wetlands (RCW 90.58.030). “Associated wetlands” means those wetlands that are in
proximity to and either influence or are influenced by tidal waters or a lake or stream subject to
the SMA (WAC 173-22-030 (1)). These are typically identified as wetlands that physically
extend into the shoreline jurisdiction, or wetlands that are functionally related to the shoreline
jurisdiction through surface water connection and/or other factors. Intertidal wetlands have been
mapped throughout the City limits along Puget Sound, while smaller wetlands associated with
Barnacle and Coyote Creeks are found in proximity to Puget Sound.

Ordinary High
Water Mark N
(OHWM) \
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Coastal Shorelines

Shoreline Master Programs

Under the SMA, each city and county adopts a Shoreline Master Program (SMP) that is based
on state guidelines, but tailored to the specific needs of the community. Local SMPs combine
both plans and regulations to guide and control development within the shoreline area. The
plans are a comprehensive vision of how shoreline areas will be used and developed over time.
Regulations are the standards that shoreline projects and uses must meet.

The City of Shoreline incorporated on August 31, 1995, and subsequently adopted the King
County Shoreline Master Program [Ord. 23, 1995]. With the adoption of the Comprehensive
Plan in 1998, the City adopted a Shoreline Master Program Element that contained goals,
policies and maps of shoreline environments. While largely consistent with the King County
SMP, this newer SMP Element was not reviewed by Ecology and therefore it did not qualify as
part of the City’s recognized SMP.

In 2007 the City began a process of creating its own SMP with the help of a grant from the State
Department of Ecology. This process included development of multiple background documents,
which are summarized below:

e Public Participation Plan- Drafted March 2008. Outlines goals for public involvement, and
identifies stakeholders and strategies to involve them in decision-making.

¢ Inventory and Characterization Report- Drafted December 2008, Revised November 2009
and April 2010 in collaboration with the Richmond Beach Preservation Association (RBPA).
Describes current shoreline conditions, and provides a basis for updating the City's SMP
goals, policies, and regulations. The report identifies existing conditions and evaluates
existing functions and values of shoreline resources. It also describes opportunities for
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conservation and restoration of ecological functions. This report helps the City make sound
decisions on policies and regulations. It also provides a baseline for determining the
success of the SMP with meeting its objectives.

e Land Use and Public Access Analysis- Drafted December 2008, Revised April 2010 with
RBPA. Describes current shoreline use patterns, redevelopment potential, and
opportunities for public access.

¢ Recommendations Report- Drafted December 2008, Revised April 2010 with RBPA.
Provides a summary of findings from the Inventory; discusses opportunities for water
dependent uses, public access, and restoration; and recommends specific shoreline
environment designations and goal, policy, and regulatory changes.

e General Goals and Policies- Drafted March 2009, Revised March 2010 with RBPA. Outlines
general aspirations and policy direction for the SMP, to serve as guidance when developing
more specific goals, policies, and regulations in the final version.

e Restoration Plan- Drafted March 2009, Revised April 2010 with RBPA. Identifies
opportunities (both programmatic and site-specific) for restoration, establishes goals and
policies, encourages working cooperatively with other regional entities, and provides
recommendations for supporting restoration through other regulatory and non-regulatory
programs.

e Environment Designations Memo- Drafted October 2009, Revised April 2010 with RBPA.
Outlines characteristics of different segments of the shoreline environment and assigns
designations, similar to zoning overlays. Each designation permits certain uses and
developments, if allowed by the underlying zoning district. The purpose of shoreline
environment designations is to provide a uniform basis for applying policies and regulations
within distinctly different shoreline areas.

e Administrative Procedures, Goals, Policies and Regulations- Drafted November 2010,
multiple revisions. Outlines policy framework and implements protections and strategies
recommended in previous documents. These are the mechanism by which development will
be regulated over time, and have more direct impact on property owners and the ecological
health of the Puget Sound than the other documents, which is why staff and stakeholders
have spent substantial time crafting balanced language.

e Cumulative Impacts Assessment- Drafted November 2010, Revised March 2012.
Determines whether proposed regulations, restoration opportunities, and restrictions will be
sufficient to ensure the Department of Ecology standard of “no net loss” and other goals that
the City is required to meet under the SMA.

The final Shoreline Master Program was adopted by the City Council on May 29, 2012 by
Resolution 327. It included background, policies, and regulations based on findings and

Attachment F

Ecology and Council adoption of \Ordinancel #7?, the goals and policies contained in the SMP - '{Comment [m1]: Include # and dates when

available.

were incorporated into this Comprehensive Plan Element, and regulations were incorporated
into Title 20 of the City of Shoreline Unified Development Code.

Environment Designations
Part of the process of drafting regulations involved classifying areas of the coastline according

to their historic and existing conditions and ecological function. Those classifications are listed
below:
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Aquatic Environment (A). Encompasses all submerged lands from OHWM to the middle of
Puget Sound. The purpose of this designation is to protect, restore, and manage the unique
characteristics and resources of the areas waterward of the ordinary high-water mark. New
overwater structures are allowed only for water-dependent uses, public access, or ecological
restoration and must be limited to the minimum necessary to support the structure’s intended
use.

Urban Conservancy Environment (UC). The purpose of this designation is to protect
and restore relatively undeveloped or unaltered shorelines to maintain open space,
floodplains, or habitat, while allowing a variety of compatible uses. This designation shall
apply to shorelines that retain important ecological functions, even if partially altered.
These shorelines are suitable for low intensity development, uses that are a combination of
water related or water-enjoyment uses, or uses that allow substantial numbers of people
access to the shoreline. Any undesignated shorelines are automatically assigned an urban
conservancy designation.

Shoreline Residential Environment (SR). The purpose of this designation is to
accommodate residential development and accessory structures that are consistent with
this Shoreline Master Program. This designation shall apply to shorelines that do not meet
the criteria for Urban Conservancy and that are characterized by single-family or
multifamily residential development or are planned and platted for residential
development.

Waterfront Residential Environment (WR). The purpose of this designation is to
distinguish between residential portions of the coastline where natural and manmade
features preclude building within the shoreline jurisdiction and the section along 27th
Avenue NW where residential properties directly abut the Puget Sound.

Point Wells Urban Environment (PW). The purpose of this designation is to
accommodate higher density uses while protecting existing ecological functions and
restoring ecological functions that have been degraded.

Point Wells Urban Conservancy Environment (PWC). The purpose of this designation
is to distinguish between differing levels of potential and existing ecological function within
the Point Wells environment, and regulate uses and public access requirements
appropriately.

Shoreline Master Program Goals and Policies

Goal SMPI:  Provide for economically productive uses that are particularly dependent on their
shoreline location or use.

Goal SMPII: Increase public access to publicly-owned areas of the shoreline.

Goal SMPIIl: Develop public and private recreation opportunities that are compatible with
adjacent uses and that protect the shoreline environments.

Goal SMP 1V: Provide inter-connected, efficient, and safe transportation networks to and
around the shoreline to accommodate vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and cyclists.
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Goal SMPV: Regulate land use patterns to locate activity and development in areas of the
shoreline that will be compatible with adjacent uses and will be sensitive to
existing shoreline environments, habitat, and ecological systems.

Goal SMPVI: Conserve and protect the natural resources of the shoreline including, but not
limited to scenic vistas, aesthetics, and vital estuarine areas for fisheries and
wildlife protection.

Goal SMPVII; Identify, preserve, protect, and restore shoreline areas, buildings, and sites
having historical, cultural, educational, or scientific values.

Goal SMPVIII: Protect the City of Shoreline and other property owners from losses and damage
created by flooding along the coast and sea-level rise.

Goal SMP IX: Improve water quality, reduce the impacts of flooding events; and restore natural
areas, vegetation, and habitat functions.

SMP Policies

General Environment

SMP1: The adverse impacts of shoreline developments and activities on the natural
environment, critical areas and habitats for proposed, threatened, and
endangered species should be minimized during all phases of development (e.g.,
design, construction, operation, and management).

SMP2: Shoreline developments that protect and/or contribute to the long-term restoration
of habitat for proposed, threatened, and endangered species are consistent with
the fundamental goals of this Master Program. Shoreline developments that
propose to enhance critical areas, other natural characteristics, resources of the
shoreline, and/or provide public access and recreational opportunities to the
shoreline are also consistent with the fundamental goals of this Master Program,
and should be encouraged.

Earth

SMP3: Beaches are valued for recreation and may provide fish spawning substrate.
Development that could disrupt these shoreforms may be allowed:
a. When such disruption would not reduce shoreline ecological function;
b. Where there is a demonstrated public benefit; and/or
c. Where the Department of Fish and Wildlife determines there would be

no significant impact to the fisheries resource.

Water

SMP4; Shoreline development and activities shall result in no net loss of ecological
functions.

SMP5: Development and regulated activities shall minimize impacts to hydrogeologic
processes, surface water drainage, and groundwater recharge.

SMP6: Measures shall be incorporated into the development, use, or activity to protect

water bodies and wetlands from all sources of pollution including, but not limited
to sediment and silt, petrochemicals, and wastes and dredge spoils.
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SMP7:

SMPS8:

SMP9:

Adequate provisions to prevent water runoff from contaminating surface and
groundwater shall be included in development design. The Director may specify
the method of surface water control and maintenance programs. Surface water
control must comply with the adopted storm-water manual.

All measures for the treatment of surface water runoff for the purpose of
maintaining and/or enhancing water quality shall be conducted onsite. Off-site
treatment facilities may be considered if onsite treatment is not feasible.

Point and non-point source pollution should be managed on a basin-wide basis to
protect water quality and support the efforts of shoreline property owners to
maintain shoreline ecological functions.

Plants and Animals

SMP10:

Noise
SMP11:

Public Health
SMP12:

Land Use
SMP13:

SMP14:

Shoreline development, uses, and activities shall be:

a. Located and conducted in a manner that minimizes impacts to
existing ecological values and natural resources of the area, conserves
properly functioning conditions, and ensures no net loss of shoreline
ecological functions;

b. Scheduled to protect biological productivity and to minimize
interference with fish resources including anadromous fish migration,
spawning, and rearing activity;

c. Designed to avoid the removal of trees in shorelines wherever
practicable, and to minimize the removal of other woody vegetation.
Where riparian vegetation is removed, measures to mitigate the loss of
vegetation shall be implemented to ensure no net loss; and

d. Designed to minimize impacts to the natural character of the
shoreline as much as possible.

Noise levels shall not interfere with the quiet enjoyment of the shoreline.

All development within the regulated shoreline shall be located, constructed, and
operated so as not to be a hazard to public health and safety.

The size of the shoreline development and the intensity of the use
shall be compatible with the surrounding environment and uses.
The City of Shoreline may prescribe operation intensity,
landscaping, and screening standards to ensure compatibility with
the character and features of the surrounding area.

Shoreline developments shall minimize land use conflicts to
properties adjacent to, upstream, and downstream of the proposed
site.
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Aesthetics

SMP15:

Development should be designed to minimize the negative aesthetic impact
structures have on the shoreline by avoiding placement of service areas, parking
lots, and/or view- blocking structures adjacent to the shoreline.

Historical/Cultural

SMP16:

Development should strive to preserve historic or culturally significant resources.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas Within the Shoreline

Critical Areas

SMP17:

SMP18:

SMP19:

SMP20:

SMP21:

SMP22:

Preserve and protect unique, rare, and fragile natural and man-made features
and wildlife habitats.

Enhance the diversity of aquatic life, wildlife, and habitat within the shoreline.

Conserve and maintain designated open spaces for ecological, educational, and
recreational purposes.

Recognize that the interest and concern of the public is essential to the
improvement of the environment, and sponsor and support public information
programs.

The level of public access should be appropriate to the degree of uniqueness or
fragility of the geological and biological characteristics of the shoreline (e.g.,
wetlands, spawning areas).

Discourage intensive development of shoreline areas that are identified as
hazardous or environmentally sensitive.

Floodplain Management

SMP23:

SMP24:

SMP25:

SMP26:

Flood management planning should be undertaken in a coordinated manner
among affected property owners and public agencies and should consider the
entire coastal system. This planning should consider off-site impacts such as
erosion, accretion, and/or flood damage that might occur if shore protection
structures are constructed.

Non-structural control solutions are preferred over structural flood control devices,
and should be used wherever possible when control devices are needed. Non-
structural controls include such actions as prohibiting or limiting development in
areas that are historically flooded or limiting increases in peak flow runoff from
new upland development. Structural solutions to reduce shoreline damage
should be allowed only after it is demonstrated that non-structural solutions would
not be able to reduce the damage.

Substantial stream channel modification, realignment, and straightening should
be discouraged as a means of flood protection.

Where possible, public access should be integrated into the design of publicly
financed flood management facilities.
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SMP27:

SMP28:

Wetlands
SMP29:

SMP30:

SMP31:

SMP32:

SMP33:

SMP34:

The City supports the protection and preservation of the aquatic environment and
the habitats it provides, and advocates balancing these interests with the City’'s
intention to ensure protection of life and property from damage caused by
flooding.

Development should avoid potential channel migration impacts.

Wetland ecosystems serve many important ecological and environmental
functions, which are beneficial to the public welfare. Such functions include, but
are not limited to, providing food, breeding, nesting and/or rearing habitat for fish
and wildlife; recharging and discharging ground water; contributing to stream flow
during low flow periods; stabilizing stream banks and shorelines; storing storm
and flood waters to reduce flooding and erosion; and improving water quality
through biofiltration, adsorption, and retention and transformation of sediments,
nutrients, and toxicants; as well as education and scientific research.

Wetland areas should be identified according to established identification
and delineation procedures and provided appropriate protection consistent
with the policies and regulations of this Master Program and Chapter 20.80,
Critical Areas.

The greatest protection should be provided to wetlands of exceptional

resource value, which are defined as those wetlands that include rare,
sensitive, or irreplaceable systems such as:

a. Documented or potential habitat for an endangered, threatened, or sensitive
species;

b. High quality native wetland systems as determined by the Washington State
Natural Heritage Program;

c. Significant habitat for fish or aquatic species as determined by the
appropriate state resource agency;

d. Diverse wetlands exhibiting a high mixture of wetland classes and
subclasses as defined in the US Fish and Wildlife Service

classification system;

e. Mature forested swamp

communities; and/or

f.  Sphagnum bogs or fens.

A wetland buffer of adequate width should be maintained between a
wetland and the adjacent development to protect the functions and
integrity of the wetland.

The width of the established buffer zone should be based upon the
functions and sensitivity of the wetland, the characteristics of the
existing buffer, and the potential impacts associated with the adjacent
land use.

All activities that could potentially affect wetland ecosystems should be
controlled both within the wetland and the buffer zone to prevent adverse
impacts to the wetland functions.
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SMP35:

SMP36:

SMP37:

SMP38:

SMP39:

SMP40:

SMPA41.:

SMP42:

SMP43:

SMP44:

SMP45:

SMP46:

No wetland alteration should be authorized unless it can be shown that the
impact is both unavoidable and necessary, and that resultant impacts are
offset through the deliberate restoration, creation, or enhancement of
wetlands.

Wetland restoration, creation, and enhancement projects should result in
no net loss of wetland acreage and functions. Where feasible, wetland
quality should be improved.

Wetlands that are impacted by activities of a temporary nature
should be restored immediately upon project completion.

In-kind replacement of functional wetland values is preferred. Where in-
kind replacement is not feasible or practical due to the characteristics of
the existing wetland, substitute ecological resources of equal or greater
value should be provided.

On-site replacement of wetlands is preferred. Where on-site replacement of
a wetland is not feasible or practical due to characteristics of the existing
location, replacement should occur within the same watershed and in as
close proximity to the original wetland as possible.

Where possible, wetland restoration, creation, and enhancement
projects should be completed prior to wetland alteration. In all other
cases, replacement should be completed prior to use or occupancy of
the activity or development.

Applicants should develop comprehensive mitigation plans to ensure long-
term success of the wetland restoration, creation, or enhancement project.
Such plans should provide for sufficient monitoring and contingencies to
ensure wetland persistence.

Applicants should demonstrate sufficient scientific expertise, supervisory
capability, and financial resources to complete and monitor the mitigation
project.

Proposals for restoration, creation, or enhancement should be
coordinated with appropriate resource agencies to ensure adequate
design and consistency with other regulatory requirements.

Activities should be prevented in wetland buffer zones except where such
activities have no adverse impacts on wetland ecosystem functions.

Wetland buffer zones should be retained in their natural condition unless
revegetation is necessary to improve or restore the buffer.

Land use should be regulated to avoid adverse effects on wetlands and
maintain the functions and values of wetlands throughout Shoreline, and
review procedures should be established for development proposals in and
adjacent to wetlands.
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Public Access

SMP47:

SMP48:

SMP49:

SMP50:

SMP51:

SMP52:

SMP53:

SMP54:

SMP55:

SMP56:

Public access provisions should be incorporated into all private and public
developments. Exceptions may be considered for the following types of uses:
a. A single family residence;

b. An individual multi-family structure containing more than four (4) dwelling
units; and/or

c. Where deemed inappropriate by the Director.

Development uses and activities on or near the shoreline should not
impair or detract from the public's visual or physical access to the water.

Public access to the shoreline should be sensitive to the unique
characteristics of the shoreline and should preserve the natural character
and quality of the environment and adjacent wetlands, public access
should assure no net loss of ecological functions.

Where appropriate, water-oriented public access should be provided as
close as possible to the water's edge without adversely affecting a
sensitive environment.

Except for access to the water, the preferred location for placement of public
access trails is as close to the furthest landward edge of the native
vegetation zone as practical. Public access facilities should provide
auxiliary facilities, such as parking and sanitation, when appropriate, and
shall be designed for accessibility by people with disabilities. Publicly
owned shorelines should be limited to water-dependent or public recreation
uses, otherwise such shorelines should remain protected open space.

Public access afforded by public right of way street ends adjacent to the
shoreline should be preserved, maintained, and enhanced.

Public access should be designed to provide for public safety and to
minimize potential impacts to private property and individual privacy. This
may include providing a physical separation to reinforce the distinction
between public and private space, providing adequate space, through
screening with landscape planting or fences, or other means.

Public views from the shoreline upland areas should be enhanced and preserved.

Enhancement of views should not be construed to mean excess removal of
vegetation that partially impairs views.

Public access facilities should be constructed of environmentally friendly
materials and support healthy natural processes, whenever financially
feasible and possible.

Public access facilities should be maintained to provide a clean, safe
experience, and to protect the environment.
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Boating Facilities

SMP57:

SMP58:

SMP59:

SMP60:

SMP61:

SMP62:

SMP63:

Boating facilities can have a significant impact on habitat. The impacts of boating
facilities should be reviewed thoroughly before boating facilities are permitted in
the shoreline jurisdiction.

Public and community boating facilities may be allowed. Individual
private facilities are prohibited.

New nonresidential boating facilities may be allowed as a conditional
use within the regulated shoreline. When allowed, such facilities
should be designed to accommodate public access and enjoyment of
the shoreline location. Depending on the scale of the facility, public
access should include walkways, viewpoints, restroom facilities, and
other recreational uses.

Dry boat storage should not be considered a water-oriented use.
Only boat hoists, boat launch ramps, and access routes associated
with a dry boat storage facility should be considered a water-oriented
use.

Health, Safety and Welfare considerations must be addressed in
application for development of boating facilities.

Navigation rights must be protected in development of boating facilities.
Extended moorage on waters of the state without a lease or

permission is restricted and mitigation of impacts to navigation and
access is required.

Breakwaters, Jetties, Groins and Weirs

SMP64:

Breakwaters, jetties, groins, and weirs should be permitted only for water-
dependent uses and only where mitigated to provide no net loss of shoreline
ecological functions and processes.

Nonresidential Development

SMP65:

SMP66:

SMP67:

Priority of any nonresidential development should be given to water-dependent
and water- enjoyment uses. Allowed uses include restaurants that provide a view
of the sound to customers, motels and hotels that provide walking areas for the
public along the shoreline, office buildings, and retail sales buildings that have a
waterfront theme with public access to the beach or water views.

Over-the-water nonresidential development shall be prohibited.

Nonresidential development should be required to provide on-site physical or
visual access to the shoreline, or offer other opportunities for the public to
enjoy shorelines of statewide significance. If on-site access cannot be
provided, offsite access should be required. Off site access could be
procured through the purchase of land or an easement at a location
appropriate to provide the access deemed necessary. Nonresidential
developments should include multiple use concepts such as open space and
recreation.
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SMP68:

Nonresidential development in the shoreline jurisdiction should
include landscaping to enhance the shoreline area.

In-stream Structures

SMP69:

SMP70:

Aquaculture
SMP71:

SMP72:

Parking
SMP73:
SMP74:

SMP75:

SMP76:

In-stream structures should provide for the protection and preservation, of
ecosystem-wide processes, ecological functions, and cultural resources
including, but not limited to fish and fish passage, wildlife and water
resources, shoreline critical areas, hydrogeological processes, and natural
scenic vistas. The location and planning of in-stream structures should give
due consideration to the full range of public interests, watershed functions
and processes, and environmental concerns, with special emphasis on
protecting and restoring priority habitats and species.

Non-structural and non-regulatory methods to protect, enhance, and restore
shoreline ecological functions and processes and other shoreline resources
should be encouraged as an alternative to structural in-stream structures.

Potential locations for aquaculture are relatively restricted due to specific
requirements for water quality, temperature, flows, oxygen content, adjacent land
uses, wind protection, commercial navigation, and, in marine waters, salinity.
The technology associated with some forms of present- day aquaculture is still in
its formative stages and experimental. Therefore, the City recognizes the
necessity for some latitude in the development of this use as well as its potential
impact on existing uses and natural systems.

Aquaculture should not be permitted in areas where it would result in a net
loss of ecological functions, adversely impact eelgrass and macroalgae, or
significantly conflict with navigation and other water-dependent uses.
Aquacultural facilities should be designed and located so as not to spread
disease to native aquatic life, establish new nonnative species which cause
significant ecological impacts, or significantly impact the aesthetic qualities of
the shoreline. Impacts to ecological functions shall be mitigated according to
the mitigation sequence described in SMC 20.230.020.

Parking in shoreline areas should be minimized.

Parking within shoreline areas should directly serve a permitted use on the
property.

Parking in shoreline areas should be located and designed to minimize
adverse impacts including those related to stormwater runoff, water
quality, visual qualities, public access, and vegetation and habitat
maintenance.

Landscaping should consist of native vegetation in order to enhance the
habitat opportunities within the shorelines area.
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Recreational Facilities

SMP77:

SMP78:

SMP79:

SMP80:

SMP81:

The coordination of local, state, and federal recreation planning should be
encouraged so as to mutually satisfy recreational needs. Shoreline recreational
developments should be consistent with all adopted parks, recreation, and open
space plans.

Parks, recreation areas, and public access points, such as hiking paths, bicycle
paths, and scenic drives should be linked.

Recreational developments should be located and designed to preserve,
enhance, or create scenic views and vistas.

The use of jet-skis and similar recreational equipment should be restricted to
special areas. This type of activity should be allowed only where no conflict
exists with other uses and wildlife habitat.

All recreational developments should make adequate provisions for:

a. Vehicular and pedestrian access, both on-site and off-site;

b. Proper water, solid waste, and sewage disposal methods;

c. Security and fire protection for the use itself and for any use-related
impacts to adjacent private property;

d. The prevention of overflow and trespass onto adjacent properties; and

e. Buffering of such development from adjacent private property or natural areas.

Residential Development

SMP82:

SMP83:

SMP84:

SMP85:

SMP86:

In accordance with the Public Access requirements in 20.230.060, residential
developments of four (4) or more dwelling units should provide dedicated and
improved public access to the shoreline.

Residential development and accessory uses should be prohibited over the
water.

New subdivisions should be encouraged to cluster dwelling units in order to
preserve natural features, minimize physical impacts, and provide for public
access to the shoreline.

In all new subdivisions and detached single family development with four (4) or
more dwelling units, joint-use shoreline facilities should be encouraged.

Accessory uses and structures should be designed and located to blend into the
site as much as possible. Accessory uses and structures should be located
landward of the principal residence when feasible.

Shoreline Modification

SMP87:

SMP88:

Biostabilization and other bank stabilization measures should be located,
designed, and constructed primarily to prevent damage to the existing primary
structure.

All new development should be located and designed to prevent or minimize the
need for shoreline stabilization measures and flood protection works. New
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SMP89:

SMP90:

SMP91:

SMP92:

SMP93:

SMP94:

SMP95:

SMP96:

development requiring shoreline stabilization shall be discouraged in areas where
no preexisting shoreline stabilization is present.

Shoreline modifications are only allowed for mitigation or enhancement purposes,
or when and where there is a demonstrated necessity to support or protect an
existing primary structure or legally existing shoreline use that is otherwise in
danger of loss or substantial damage.

Proposals for shoreline modifications should be designed to protect life and
property without impacting shoreline resources.

Shoreline modifications that are natural in appearance, compatible with ongoing
shoreline processes, and provide flexibility for long term management, such as
protective berms or vegetative stabilization, should be encouraged over structural
means such as concrete bulkheads or extensive revetments, where feasible.

Structural solutions to reduce shoreline damage should be allowed only after it is
demonstrated that nonstructural solutions would not be able to withstand the
erosive forces of the current and waves.

The design of bank stabilization or protection works should provide for the long—
term, multiple-use of shoreline resources and public access to public shorelines.

In the design of publicly financed or subsidized works, consideration should be
given to providing pedestrian access to shorelines for low impact outdoor
recreation.

All flood protection measures should be placed landward of the natural flood
boundary, including wetlands that are directly interrelated and inter-dependent
with water bodies.

If through construction and/or maintenance of shoreline modification
developments, the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat will occur, mitigation
should be required.

Dredging and Dredge Spoil

SMP97:

SMP98:

SMP99:

SMP100:

Dredging waterward of the ordinary high water mark for the primary purpose of
obtaining fill material is prohibited.

Dredging operations should be planned and conducted to minimize interference
with navigation; avoid creating adverse impacts on other shoreline uses,
properties, and ecological shoreline functions and values; and avoid adverse
impacts to habitat areas and fish species.

Dredge spoil disposal in water bodies shall be prohibited except for habitat
improvement.

Dredge spoil disposal on land should occur in areas where environmental
impacts will not be significant.
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Bulkheads
SMP101:

SMP102:

SMP103:

SMP104:

Revetments
SMP105:

SMP106:

Bulkheads constructed from natural materials, such as protective berms, beach
enhancement, or vegetative stabilization are strongly preferred over structural
bulkheads constructed from materials such as steel, wood, or concrete.
Proposals for bulkheads should demonstrate that natural methods are
unworkable.

Bulkheads should be located, designed, and constructed primarily to prevent
damage to the existing primary structure. New development that requires
bulkheads is not permitted except as specifically provided under this Master
Program.

Shoreline uses should be located in a manner so that a bulkhead is not likely to
become necessary in the future.

Bulkheads should not be approved as a solution to geo-physical problems, such
as mass slope failure, sloughing, or landslides. Bulkheads should only be
approved for the purposes of preventing bank erosion by the Puget Sound.

The use of armored structural revetments should be limited to situations where it
is determined that nonstructural solutions such as bioengineering, setbacks,
buffers or any combination thereof, will not provide sufficient shoreline
stabilization.

Revetments should be designed, improved, and maintained to provide public
access whenever possible.

Land Disturbing Activities

SMP107:

SMP108:

SMP109:

Landfilling

SMP110:

SMP111:

Land disturbing activities should only be allowed in association with a permitted
shoreline development.

Land disturbing activities should be limited to the minimum necessary to
accommodate the shoreline development or a landscape plan developed in
conjunction with the shoreline development.

Erosion shall be prevented and sediment shall not enter waters of the state.

The perimeter of landfilling should be designed to avoid or eliminate erosion and
sedimentation impacts, during both initial landfilling activities and over time.

Where permitted, landfilling should be the minimum necessary to provide for the
proposed use and should be permitted only when conducted in conjunction with a
specific development proposal that is permitted by the Shoreline Master Program.
Speculative landfilling activity should be prohibited.
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Signs
SMP112:

Signs should be designed and placed so that they are compatible with the
natural quality of the shoreline environment and adjacent land and water
uses.

Stormwater Management Facilities

SMP113:

SMP114:

Stormwater facilities located in the shoreland area should be maintained only to
the degree necessary to ensure the capacity and function of the facility, including
the removal of non-native, invasive plant species.

The stormwater facility should be planted with native vegetation.

Transportation

SMP114:

SMP115:

SMP116:

SMP117:

SMP118:

SMP119:

SMP120:

Utilities
SMP121:

SMP122:

SMP123:

SMP124:

SMP125:

New roads within the shoreline area should be minimized.

Roads and railroad locations should be planned to fit the topographical
characteristics of the shoreline such that alternation of natural conditions is
minimized.

Pedestrian and bicycle trails should be encouraged.

When existing transportation corridors are abandoned they should be reused for
water- dependent use or public access.

Alternatives to new roads or road expansion in the shoreline area should be
considered as a first option.

Joint use of transportation corridors within shoreline jurisdiction for roads, utilities,
and motorized forms of transportation should be encouraged.

New roads should be designed to accommodate bicyclists, pedestrians and
transit, where feasible.

Utilities should utilize existing transportation and utility sites, rights-of-way, and
corridors whenever possible. Joint use of rights-of-way and corridors should be
encouraged.

Unless no other feasible alternative exists, utilities should be prohibited in the
shoreline jurisdiction, wetlands, and other critical areas. There shall be no net
loss of ecological functions or significant impacts to other shoreline resources or
values.

New utility facilities should be located so as not to require extensive shoreline
modifications.

Whenever possible, utilities should be placed underground or alongside or under
bridges.

Solid waste disposal activities and facilities should be prohibited in shoreline
area.
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