DRAFT February 27, 2008
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND PRELIMINARY KING COUNTY RESPONSES
October - December 2007 Public Review of Draft Shoreline Master Program

Below is a summary of public comments received on the second Draft Shoreline Master Program from October — December 2007. A numbered list of the people
and organizations that submitted comments is provided at the end of this summary; that list corresponds with the numbers in the ‘Commentors’ column below.
These King County responses to comments are preliminary. The County will release a third Draft Shoreline Master Program for further public review in late
summer 2008 and hold public meetings in early fall 2008. Please see information at the end of this document regarding review of the King County Shoreline
Master Program by the WA Department of Ecology.

Comment topics | King County Response Commentors
Shoreline Management Regulations
Retain existing aquatic area buffer King County will retain existing critical areas buffers as adopted to protect 1, 20, 23, 95, 107, 108,
Disagree with proposed change to Type S aquatic |shorelines of the state. The proposed change to Type S aquatic area buffersin ]121, 150, 160, 184, 217,
area buffers in High Intensity and Residential High Intensity and Residential shoreline environments has been removed. 221, 250, 264, 276, 299,
shoreline environments in KCC 21A.24.358. 327, 407, 411, 412, 460,
482, 483, 543, 560, 563,
588, 593
Shoreline buffer along Lake Washington The criteria for shoreline designations have been revised to better recognize 1
Increase the required buffer along the northeast existing shoreline quality so that zoning is not as a dominant a factor in
Lake Washington shoreline given the ecological assigning designations. The restoration priority at this location on Lake
importance of this lakeshore area. Washington is low/medium based on existing conditions and previous
watershed-based planning for this area. Given these conditions, the existing
buffer of 115 feet will not be revised for this area.




DRAFT February 27, 2008

Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline buffers

The proposed 115-foot buffer near Kirkland would
not be appropriate for this urbanized area of Lake
Washington. There is an average existing structure
setback of 90 feet within the PAA located in
unincorporated King County; many residences are
located very close to the shoreline. A 115-foot
setback on many residential parcels in the PAA
would render them non-conforming or nearly
undevelopable. Lake Forest Park’s draft SMP
proposed 40- and 50-foot setbacks in the Shoreline
Residential and Conservancy environments with
allowances for setback reduction. Lake Forest
Park’s residential shoreline is very similar to the
PAA and the residential areas within Kirkland city
limits. King County is proposing to use the same
standards in the shoreline jurisdiction that it uses in
its critical area regulations to regulate non-
conforming structures. King County is proposing to
allow the footprint of an existing residence and other
residential structures located within critical area
buffers to be expanded by up to 1,000 square feet.
How would these exemptions be permitted under
the SMP?

The King County critical areas regulations contain a
provision for lots created prior to January 1, 2005,
allowing new single-family residences to be
approved under certain circumstances. It appears
that there is no minimum buffer width established
under this provision. How would the County permit
and evaluate such expansions under the SMP?

Would other administrative provisions in critical
areas regulations, such as buffer averaging, also be
available under the SMP? If so, how will they be
processed and analyzed?

King County proposes to adopt its critical area regulations as part of its
Shoreline Master Program.

King County believes that its shoreline buffers are consistent with best available
science. Larger buffers in Kirkland's PAA will not present any problems when
Kirkland annexes this area. At that time, Kirkland may reduce the buffers if it
believes best available science supports smaller buffers.

King County's critical areas regulations will be incorporated by reference in its
SMP. Based on comments from Ecology and others, additional provisions will be
added to ensure no net loss of shoreline function when standard buffers are
modified or expansions of residences are allowed in critical area buffers.

99
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Lake Setbacks

Last year a house was built closer than 100 feet to
the lake. As far as we know, Shoreline Management
still requires a 100 foot setback and there is no
known reason for the variation for that one house.

Without more information about the specific development proposal, including
when the application was filed, it is not possible to provide a complete answer.
The current regulations do allow some flexibility if the applicant can demonstrate
that the development proposal with a smaller buffer will be as protective of
critical areas as would the standard buffer. In addition, if there is no other
location on the property due to other considerations, such as location of a septic
drainfield, a location closer to the water may be allowed.

195

Clarify when wetlands would prevent new docks
Wetland protection requirements could prevent new
docks on Lake Desire. The definition of significant
wetland and habitat scoring is too vague and subject
to a wide range of interpretation.

The Executive has proposed revisions to Chapter 21A.24 that better define
significant vegetation. With respect to determining the habitat score for wetlands,
this is established using Ecology's Wetland Rating Manual. There is
considerable guidance available on using the manual, but a wetland consultant
may be needed to ensure accurate rating.

350

Allow new docks

Shoreline residents have docks to further their water
dependent uses. | would suggest that docks be
allowed to be built with specified materials, be 6 feet
wide, and the longer of 20 feet or 6 feet below the
ordinary high water mark.

King County is proposing changes to its existing regulations on docks. The
proposed regulations will allow docks in more circumstances that are currently
allowed. The proposed regulations include limitations on materials used in
construction and limits on size or location in order to avoid adverse impacts in
aquatic areas that are used by salmon.

195

Shoreline accessory structure height limit
Where is the standard that restricts accessory
structures to a maximum 8-foot height located in the
code and what is the definition of an accessory
building?

The 8-foot height limitation on residential accessory structures is an existing
restriction in K.C.C. 25.16.110B. for the Urban environment and is also applied in
the Rural environment in K.C.C. 25.20.090A., the Conservancy environment in
K.C.C. 25.24.090B and the Natural environment in K.C.C. 25.29.090B. An
accessory building is a building that is incidental to, or subordinate to, a building
that supports the primary use for that zone.

453

Shoreline buffer compensation

Wherever King County restricts land for setbacks or
buffers the County should pay private property
owners for that setback.

Under the federal and state constitutions, compensation is only required when all
reasonable use of property is taken as a result of regulations. Requirements for
buffers do not remove all reasonable use of property. In addition, King County
has a shoreline variance process that can be used when reasonable use of a
property is prevented.

163




DRAFT February 27, 2008

Comment topics

King County Response |

Commentors

Edits regarding WRIA 9

Page 5, line 94: Section A seems superfluous
because sections B and C that follow address the
map amendment process.

Page 16, new section15: should consider listing the
WRIA plans.

Page 18, add new definition for Marine nearshore
per the Puget Sound Partnership legislation.

Page 22, lines 448 492: Not clear why sub sections
A and B are proposed for deletion.

Page 43, shoreline mod table-bulkheads-see WRIA
9 armoring policy CUP?

Page 45, line 963-change manager to director.
Page 46, line 968- Recommend the adoption of
WRIA 9 model code language to address shoreline

armoring.

Page 82, line 1775, water-enjoyment use: too open
ended, give example.

Page 5, line 94: This is existing code and the suggested change is not related to
the shoreline update.

Page 16, new section 15: Section 15 identifies the components of the King
County shoreline master plan. The WRIA plans are not a component of the King
County shoreline master plan.

Page 18: A new definition for nearshore has been added.

Page 22, lines 448-492: There is no line 448 on page 22. If this comment relates
to lines 489-493, subsections A and b are redundant with K.C.C. 21A.02.080.
The shoreline regulations will be codified in K.C.C. Title 21A.

Page 43. A shoreline conditional use permit will be required in the Conservancy,
Natural, Forestry and Aquatic environments, but not in the High Intensity,
Residential, Rural and Resource environments.

Page 45, line 963: This subsection B has been deleted entirely. See response
below related to comment on page 46.

Page 46, line 968: Most of the suggested language is covered in various parts of
the draft regulations, which have been rewritten based on comments from the
public review draft. The biggest change in the language is to clearly state that
shoreline armoring is not automatically allowed. The property owner will need to
demonstrate that the shoreline armoring is actually necessary for the protection
of existing legally established primary structures, new non-water-dependent
development, existing water-dependent development or projects for the
restoration of ecological functions or hazardous substance remediation. Part of
this test is to require a geotechnical report that demonstrates erosion from waves
or currents is imminently threatening and that damage is expected to occur
within three years if the shoreline stabilization is not constructed. Other tests are
that the erosion is not caused by upland conditions, non-structural approaches
cannot adequately protect, the proposal is the minimum necessary and
mitigation measures will be provided that ensure no net loss or function of
intertidal or riparian habitat.

Page 82, line 1775: This definition is from WAC 173-26-020(37). King County is
required to use the Shoreline Management Act definitions. This WAC definition is
proposed to be added to King County code to assist implementation.
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Comment topics King County Response Commentors
Shoreline impervious limits Shoreline impervious surface limits have been removed from the proposed 453
In the May 2007 Draft Shoreline Regulations it regulations.
states that the entire lot that has a shoreline can
only have 10% impervious coverage for the entire
per KCC 9.04. Clarify impervious limits in shoreline
jurisdiction.
Shoreline accessory structures King County's zoning code does not define the types of structures, but does 99
Parcels within the Residential and Conservancy require that they be accessory to the residential use. Garages are clearly
environments are each allowed a maximum 150 contemplated. Accessory dwelling units may be in an accessory structure, but
square foot residential accessory building. What are subject to further limitations.
types of accessory structures would this limit apply
to?
Shoreline boat lifts Provisions governing boat lifts are included in the proposed amendment to 99

The draft SMP does not appear to discuss the
permitting and/or allowance of boatlifts. The City of
Kirkland has recently experienced a number of
inquires about boatlifts and has identified the need
to more clearly address the issue.

existing KCC 25.16.120.
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline canopies

a. SMP regulations for the use of canopies are
found in Section 38. Specifically, canopies are not
allowed to cover any dock or pier waterward of the
OHWM within any shoreline environment. However,
submerged free-standing mechanical boat lifts
associated with single-family docks and piers may
be covered with a canopy, subject to certain
standards. While the SMP allows boat canopies to
the extent they fall within the RGP-3-specific size
criteria for the pier as a whole, RGP-3 does not
address canopies and does not include them in its
overall square-footage requirements. RGP-1
(Watercratft lifts in Fresh and Marine/Estuarine
Waters within the State of Washington) appears to
be another applicable reference for canopies. Has
King County considered referencing RGP-1 for
standards relating to canopies? Can the SMP allow
canopies that are consistent with RGP-1 or that
provide proof of federal and state agency approval
of an alternate proposal?

b. SMP regulations for canopies would require that
the canopies be made out of canvas or other non-
toxic materials. This does not appear to be
consistent with the approach provided in RGP-1
(Watercratft lifts in Fresh and Marine/Estuarine
Waters within the State of Washington) which
establishes standards for installation of a translucent
canopy. Has the County considered including a
requirement for the use of translucent materials in
canopies?

c. SMP regulations for canopies require that the
highest portion of the canopy be located below the
topographical grade of existing homes on
surrounding properties. In many areas along the
shoreline in the PAA, the grade of surrounding
properties is relatively flat and near the lake
elevation and, as a result, new canopies would not
be permitted and existing canopies would be
nonconforming. Is this the intent? Has the County
taken into account the existing topographical issues
and the number of nonconformances that would
result from this standard?

Comment noted. King County will review RGP-1 and evaluate its applicability to
the King County regulations.
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Comment topics King County Response Commentors
Shoreline covered docks Comment noted. 471
The draft regulations prohibit (with limited
exceptions) all covered docks, piers, moorages,
floats, or other covered structures. The County may
want to consider whether there are additional
situations, beyond those listed, where covered piers
or structures should be allowed.
Shoreline historic access This is a requirement in the current King County Shoreline Master Program. The |453

According to King County's draft responses to the
comments at the June 2007 Open House, this issue
is still under review. This needs a more clear
definition if it is not deleted.

goal of the provision is consistent with goals of the Shoreline Management Act.
King County is not aware of any particular problems that the current provision
has created. King County staff will continue to consider changes that provide

greater certainty.
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline dock and pier standards

The KCSMP proposes that any residential dock,
pier, moorage, float or launching facility located on
Lake Washington conform to the standards of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers RGP-3 (Construction
of New or Modification of Existing Residential
Overwater Structures and Installation of Moorage
Piling in Lake Washington, Lake Sammamish, the
Sammamish River and Lake Union, including the
Lake Washington Ship Canal), which provides for
streamlined federal permitting of new and modified
residential piers. The City of Kirkland had observed
over the last several years that many property
owners have requested greater flexibility in new pier
design as well as modifications to existing piers to
respond to local circumstances (for example, many
properties with shallow lakebeds cannot reach a
suitable moorage depth with the RGP-3 length
limitations and many property owners are concerned
about safety). Further, federal agencies have
routinely approved new piers and pier modifications
that do not meet the standard, subject to submittal
of a Biological Evaluation, a mitigation plan, and a
longer review process.

Though the City of Kirkland has not developed its
dock and pier development standards, based on our
past experiences with the Regional General Permit
we would recommend that the County explore
including provisions that would allow applicants the
opportunity to deviate from the RGP-3, with proof of
federal and state agency approval of alternate
proposals. Will the KCSMP allow deviation from the
RGP-3? Can the KCSMP allow projects that are
consistent with the RGP-3 or that provide proof of
federal and state agency approval of alternate
proposals?

King County will consider whether to allow alternatives in appropriate
circumstances. King County's critical areas regulations include an alterations
exception process that allows for this type of flexibility.

99
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline retail and commercial uses near
Kirkland

The program appears to permit a number of retail
and other commercial uses in the Residential
Environment (and adjacent Aquatic Environment)
that traditionally have not been authorized in
residential areas within the City of Kirkland. The
proposed regulations require that the uses be
permitted by the underlying zoning and that they be
water-oriented uses. Has the County considered
other standards that would address the compatibility
of theses uses to the surrounding residential
development?

The allowance in the King County zoning code for retail and commercial uses in
residential zones is quite limited. With the additional requirement that these uses
be water-oriented if they are proposed within the shoreline jurisdiction, King
County does not believe there are any incompatibilities with Kirkland's zoning.

99

Shoreline utilities

a. The draft KCSMP regulations address utilities in a
number of sections, including Section 56, Section
48, and Section 35 (in particular, the regulations
pertaining to Government Services in the Aquatic
Environment). These regulations, taken together,
seem to appropriately allow upland utility projects.
After reviewing these sections, | am unclear how the
County would address smaller-scale utility projects
located along the lakeshore, for instance, those that
may require excavation and then backfill in the
Aquatic environment in order to connect to the
Metro Sewer trunk line in the lake, paralleling the
lakeshore.

b. Repair and maintenance activities are allowed by
exemption, except where repair causes substantial
adverse effects to shoreline resource or
environment. How will repair/maintenance of utilities
of non-statewide importance that may have adverse
effects in the Aquatic environment be handled?

a. Only utility production and processing facilities, such as power plants and
sewage treatment plants, will be outright prohibited within the shoreline
jurisdiction. Any utility work that must be located within the aquatic environment
will require a shoreline conditional use permit.

b. Repair, replacement and maintenance of utilities of non-statewide importance
will be allowed, but must include mitigation to address impacts to minimize soil
erosion and maintain plan and wildlife habitat.

99

Shoreline Policies (Chapter 5 of Draft King Count

y Comprehensive Plan)

Marine economic development

The policy for economic development should
exclude marine shorelines when planning for
industries, industrial projects, commerce and
transportation facilities (except for public use).

King County will rely on shoreline designations to plan for land uses along
shorelines of the state. All marine shorelines cannot be excluded from policies
for economic development.

104
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Aquaculture policies

Pierce County recently established Interim
Regulatory Requirements for Geoduck Aquacultural
Operations and Other Aquaculture Practices, Piers,
Docks, and Related Structures) to address
aquaculture activities in Pierce County. | am
wondering about King County's experience has
been and it's intentions in this arena. In a cursory
review of the draft Shoreline Master Program | could
not find any indication of land use for Aquaculture
and have been unable to determine what the
County intends in face of a burgeoning geoduck
industry in the South Sound. It would seem that the
County should be anticipating some activity in this
arena and consider inclusion of appropriate policies,
regulations and plans while the Program is under
revision.

Draft aquaculture policies and regulations have been added to the draft
Shoreline Master Program. Thank you for providing this helpful guidance.

359

Geoduck harvest

We shouldn't allow commercial harvest of geoducks
if we want to restore Puget Sound. The commercial
methods stir things up too much. If the state needs

the money, float oysters instead.

Geoduck harvest will only be allowed if there is no net loss of ecological
processes and functions.

463

Shoreline access in residential areas

So not to limit the amount of people that can access
and enjoy the shoreline remove the wording
‘substantial numbers’ of from Residential Shoreline
Policy S-513.

Policy S-513 has been edited according to this comment.

453

Shoreline changes on Cottage Lake
What changes might affect those of us who live on
Cottage Lake?

Proposed changes to the Shoreline Master Program will primarily affect the
shoreline designation and associated allowed uses, and the standards for
residential docks on Cottage Lake.

Cottage Lake's current shoreline designation would be changed from
Conservancy to a combination of Rural, Conservancy and Natural. Shoreline
designations are proposed to be revised based on shoreline ownership, zoning,
current conditions and restoration priorities. Rural residential uses are prioritized
in the Rural designation, public safety and recreation are prioritized in the
Conservancy designation and ecological protection is prioritized in the Natural
designation.

It is proposed that one dock or pier be allowed per single family residential site
except in the Natural designation (no new docks are to be allowed). In the
Conservancy designation, docks must be 250 feet from another existing dock
and there must be no other location available.

442

10




DRAFT February 27, 2008

Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline fill policies

Change Fill Policy S-791 to include water related
uses and water enjoyment uses for both public and
private access.

To not burden private single-family residences with
expensive shoreline studies and lengthy permitting,
add the following as a Fill Policy:

Without requiring identification of impacts or
migration of ecological functions, each single-family
lot within a Residential Shoreline Environment shall
be allowed to place a 4-inch thick layer of washed
sand and/or washed gravel within a 15-foot wide
area down to the shoreline and out into the water to
a depth of 6-feet below the ordinary high water
mark.

Consistent with State shoreline management guidance (WAC 173-26-231(3)(c)),
King County proposes to allow fill waterward of the ordinary high water mark
only when necessary to support water dependent uses. Analysis of potential
impacts associated with fill activities, including creation of beaches on single
family lots, are intended to ensure that there is no net loss of shoreline
processes and functions.

453, 195

High Intensity designation along Dockton Road |The High Intensity shoreline designation will be retained along Dockton Road. |551

The area between Dockton Road SW and SW Critical areas regulations will be maintained to protect resources in all shoreline

222nd Pl on Vashon/Maury Island is proposed for [areas, including wetland and aquatic area buffers and use restrictions.

High Intensity shoreline designation. Although the

zoning appears to be NB (neighborhood business),

aerial photographs show what appears to be a

wetland on or near the NB zoned properties. Given

the scale of the proposed shoreline designation map

it is difficult to determine exactly where the

proposed High Intensity shoreline designation is

proposed. We recommend that the presence of

absence of wetlands on the proposed High Intensity

designated properties be confirmed, and that the

designation be revised to Rural if wetlands are

present.

High Intensity designation along Snoqualmie The shoreline area along the Snoqualmie River at Fall City is zoned for business |160

Several parcels along the Snoqualmie River at Fall Juses and thus will be designated a High Intensity shoreline. This area is

City are designated high intensity under the currently in medium condition according to the King County shoreline

proposed SMP. Though there is existing characterization. A buffer of 165-feet would be required to protect ecological

development on the parcels, these businesses are [processes and functions and the area would receive preservation, enhancement

not water related or water dependent uses. and restoration priority (rating B) under the Shoreline Protection and Restoration
Plan.

WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan The proposed SMP includes most of the provisions recommended by the WRIA |551

WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan has recommendations
to encourage the use of alternatives to bulkheads.

9 Salmon Habitat Plan. King County already considers feeder bluffs to be a
critical area. Staff will review King County regulations to determine if additional
provisions are necessary to address habitat issues related to feeder bluffs.

11
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline agriculture policies
Support for shoreline agriculture policies.

Comment noted.

4

Put Shoreline Master Program update on hold

King County has decided to delay transmittal of the Shoreline Master Program to
the King County Council. A new departmental draft will be presented for public
review in late summer 2008 with public meetings held in early fall. The program
will be transmitted to the King County Council for consideration in November
2008. The Council will conduct further public review of the Program in 2009.
Please note that there were two previous rounds of public review on the
proposed Shoreline Master Program: a 9-week review period in May-July 2007
and a 3-month review period in October - December 2007.

The State requires King County to update the Shoreline Master Program and be
consistent with State guidelines by December 2009.

1, 15, 21, 33, 34, 38, 59,
66, 67, 80, 87, 89, 97, 111,
117, 124, 140, 155, 162,
165, 172, 175, 176, 190,
192, 203, 207, 226, 227,
242, 244, 263, 272, 273,
285, 289, 303, 307, 309,
316, 320, 346, 349, 352,
353, 357, 362, 363, 372,
391, 392, 402, 405, 416,
417, 418, 433, 443, 447,
448, 458, 474, 476, 481,
509, 520, 532, 543, 562,
594, 598, 604, 605, 606

Glacier NW mining permit
Opposed to mining operations and industrial dock
permit at the Glacier NW site on Maury Island.

King County will continue to evaluate potential designations and use policies for
Maury Island.

Future applications for mining within the shoreline jurisdiction would be reviewed
under the proposed Shoreline Master Program and would have to comply with
new mining standards.

5, 20, 21, 59, 66, 79, 94,
97, 108, 111, 121, 130,

140, 141, 237, 263, 276,
289, 299, 346, 352, 353,
392, 418, 460, 477, 480,
505, 507, 511, 528, 536,
563, 572, 590, 593, 612

Increased Density in shoreline

These multiple ways to increase density in urban
and rural shoreline areas, whether inside or outside
the buffer setback areas, do not provide assurance
that the regulations and mitigation standards for
permitted development will not result in a net loss of
shoreline processes and functions.

Except for the allowance for expansions of existing residences when located
within the buffer, the provisions for allowing greater density, whether through
TDR or detached accessory dwelling units, will require new structures to be
located outside of the critical area buffer.

1

Industrial Uses in Maury Island Aquatic Reserve
Restrict uses in or adjacent to the Maury Island
Aquatic Reserve.

Proposed policies and permitted uses within the shoreline designations are
consistent with the recommendations of the Maury Island Aquatic Reserve
management plan. Proposed Shoreline Master Program industrial, commercial
and residential uses are also consistent with State shoreline management
guidelines.

A shoreline conditional use permit will be required for industrial and commercial
docks; this permit includes State review to ensure that there is no net loss of
ecological functions. Prior to issuing any shoreline permit, King County will

require that all adverse environmental impacts be mitigated.

1, 104, 320, 327, 407, 450,
524, 593

12
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Maury Island Resource designation
Do not change shoreline designation of the mining
site on Maury Island to Resource.

King County will continue to evaluate potential designations and use policies for
Maury Island.

All mineral resource lands on unincorporated King County shorelines are
proposed to be designated as a Resource environment.

Please note that the proposed Shoreline Master Program cannot modify or affect
the vested permit for the Glacier NW site, and the same mining and protection
standards would be applied whether the site is designated Conservancy (as it is
currently) or Resource (as proposed). Specific mining standards have been
added to the draft shoreline management regulations to ensure no net loss of
ecological processes and functions. The level of protection for many shoreline
reaches on Vashon/Maury Island is proposed to be increased as part of the
Shoreline Master Program update; approximately 350 acres that were
designated Conservancy would be designated Natural.

1, 15, 16, 18, 20, 33, 34,
38, 48, 53, 56, 59, 60, 61
66, 67, 80, 84, 87, 89, 94,
104, 106, 107, 111, 112,
116, 117, 124, 130, 140,
145, 150, 155, 162, 165,
172, 175, 176, 179, 190,
191, 192, 203, 207, 217,
226, 227, 237, 242, 244,
245, 247, 250, 264, 272,
273, 274, 285, 289, 291,
300, 303, 307, 309, 316,
320, 346, 349, 357, 362,
363, 367, 372, 391, 392,
402, 405, 417, 418, 423,
424, 432, 435, 443, 446,
447, 448, 449, 458, 460,
464, 468, 474, 480, 482,
483, 507, 508, 509, 516,
520, 532, 536, 543, 547,
559, 562, 563, 568, 588,
593, 594, 598, 601, 604,

605, 606, 608
Shoreline Program compatibility with Carnation |King County does not believe that designating these areas as Residential 490
The King County SMP designates all of the parcels |Shoreline will create problems for the City of Carnation when it does annex
within the City of Carnation PAA as Residential these areas. At that time, the City may modify apply the designations that it has
Shoreline. However, there are parcels within the established under its SMP.
PAA that will be zoned for commercial use upon
annexation into the city, according to the Carnation
Zoning Map
Shoreline maps Comment noted. The shoreline maps are also available at 1
Maps in Folio are not readable. www.metrokc.gov/shorelines and can be viewed at a larger scale.
Shoreline jurisdiction This clarification has been made. 46

Should S-105 indicate that King County shoreline
jurisidiction extends over shorelines of the state
within unincorporated King County?

13
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline modification policies

To not burden private single-family residences with
expensive shoreline studies and lengthy permitting,
add the following as a General Shoreline
Modifications Policy.

Without requiring identification of impacts or
migration of ecological functions, each single-family
lot within a Residential Shoreline Environment shall
be allowed to clear a 15-foot wide area of vegetation
down to the shoreline and out into the water to a
depth of 6-feet below the ordinary high water mark.

Analysis of potential impacts associated with shoreline modifications, including
clearing within the shoreline buffer on single family lots, is intended to ensure
that there is no net loss of shoreline processes and functions. This requirement
will not be removed from existing critical area protection regulations.

453

Shoreline planting requirements

Any permit granted to waterfront owners should
include conditions that require planting buffers of
native plants adjacent to the beach, with berms,
swales and rainwater catchment/rain gardens that
keep rainwater on site.

King County cannot require property owners to restore shoreline buffer areas.
However, if new development causes impacts to the shoreline, a property owner
may be required to mitigate the impact by revegetating the shoreline with native
plants. The County is not currently proposing changes to existing stormwater
management regulations.

104

Shoreline Protection and Restoration Plan

As noted above, the Maury Island Aquatic Reserve
Final Management Plan notes that 60% of

the shorelines within the reserve are currently
modified with shoreline hardening. The Plan sets a
goal to restore existing armoring so that no more
than 30% of the reserve is hardened, by
supporting voluntary efforts to reduce impacts of
shoreline modification on nearshore drift cell
processes and supporting restoration projects that
demonstrate ecological benefits and feasibility.
Please include policies and projects in Appendix A
that support the Plans goals for restoration, and
provide a collaborative approach with DNR towards
meeting those goals.

We support the inclusion of acquisition of key areas
in the Dockton Extension and North for

protection of marine ecology. Clarify projects
planned for this area.

The Shoreline Protection and Restoration Plan has been revised and clarified
according to these comments.

The Dockton Extention and North project listed in the attachment to the
Shoreline Protection and Restoration Plan is not associated with the King
County Road Services Division projects proposed at Tramp Harbor. Please see
the Vashon-Maury Island Protection and Restoration Location Map.

The Road Services Division is convening a citizen's advisory committee in early
2008 to collaborate on design alternatives for the Dockton Road capital
improvement projects.

108

14
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline protection and stormwater
management

The Shoreline Program update has number of
elements geared to water resource management.
The Shoreline Restoration and Protection Plan
should include a holistic and well-coordinated
approach to stormwater runoff.

King County considered the effects of stormwater runoff and non-point pollution
in characterizing existing ecological shoreline processes. Stormwater regulations
play an important role in the County's critical areas and proposed shoreline
protection requirements. The Shoreline Protection and Restoration Plan has
been revised to clarify King County's approach to stormwater management in
relation to shoreline protection.

442, 484

Create more marine aquatic reserves Washington State is responsible for establishing aquatic reserves in Puget 327
Please save and create more aquatic reserves in Sound. King County has recognized and is consistent with the Maury Island

your Shoreline Master Plan for the health of Puget JAquatic Reserve Management Plan in proposed shoreline policies and

Sound and all the marine life associated with it, regulations. The current proposal provides increased protection for marine

including threatened salmon. shorelines by designating reaches as Natural and through the new Shoreline

Please maintain or increase Vashon/Maury Island |Protection and Restoration Plan.

shoreline protection.

Shoreline restoration in O.0. Denny Park The Shoreline Protection and Restoration Plan has been revised to specify that 484
Clarify scope of restoration project associated with |only the timber portion of the O.O. Denny Park bulkhead would be removed.

the bulkhead in O.0. Denny Park.

Shoreline restoration priority at North Bend Protection and restoration priorities are intended to guide the type of activities |73

Map S-3b Shoreline Designations, NE King County,
WA designates 3 areas as Residential Shoreline
and 2 areas as High Intensity Shoreline just outside
North Bend current city limits. These same areas
are then shown on Map A2 as a Shoreline
Restoration Priority (HM) which is meant to enhance
and create. The City of North Bend requests those 3
areas of Residential Shoreline and 2 areas of High
Intensity Shoreline designation be removed from
Map A2 Shoreline Restoration Priority because it is
not clear why you would want to or require
prioritization of restoration work in existing
residential or existing commercial or industrial
areas. The City of North Bend also feels the HM
Restoration Priority assigned to most of our
surrounding areas and UGA should include
conservation or preservation in addition to the
Enhance and Create that is proposed.

along each shoreline reach in the unincorporated area. The priorities are
specifically based on the County's characterization of existing shoreline
conditions, salmon recovery plans, biological data and other relevant technical
and natural resource planning information. The proposed Shoreline Protection
and Restoration Plan is a guide and would not prohibit enhancement or creation
activities near North Bend.
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Comment topics King County Response Commentors
Shoreline revegetation King County encourages revegetation of lake buffers through mitigation 36
The simplest and most effective measure we can requirements, rural stewardship planning and public education efforts. The
take to protect our lakes and shorelines is to get County also supports salmon recovery efforts, including shoreline restoration
property owners to leave a percentage of their and public outreach on salmon friendly practices.
shoreline in natural vegetation.
Review of docks The proposed policies and regulations for single family piers and docks are 453
Change Piers and Docks Policy S-784 S-787 to consistent with State shoreline management guidelines and US Army Corps of
include water related uses and water enjoyment Engineers requirements. These policies and regulations will improve consistency
uses for both public and private access. and efficiency in the review of in-water project proposals.
To not burden private single-family residences with
expensive shoreline studies and lengthy permitting,
add the following as a Piers and Docks Policy:
Without requiring identification of impacts or
migration of ecological functions, each single-family
lot within a Residential Shoreline Environment shall
be allowed to construct a permanent 5-foot wide
solid-surface pier or dock extending from the
shoreline out into a water depth of 6-feet below the
ordinary high water mark.
Shoreline rural stewardship King County's provisions for Rural Stewardship Plans have been modified to 1

Rural stewardship plans must meet shoreline goals.

ensure that the goals and policies of the Shoreline Management Act are met.
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Shoreline traditional cultural properties

| would suggest changing wording in Part A of
Section 5 at 5-1 and 5-2, Archaeological and
Historic Resources, and any other applicable
section, to incorporate Traditional Cultural
Properties TCP. This is consistent with the language
and concepts of Bulletin 38 of the National Park
Service on Traditional Cultural Properties. This is
more comprehensive language that includes
traditional areas of interest, such as traditional use
areas, which may not otherwise be incorporated
under the current draft language referencing sites
and buildings and structures. This is especially
important in shoreline areas that may reflect such
use.

Also in the note on page 5-5, | would like to see the
following language inserted: in consultation with
potentially affected Indian Tribes. Project evaluation
should be evaluated reviewed by County historic
preservation staff, in consultation with potentially
affected Indian Tribes.

Shoreline policies and regulations have been revised to accommodate these
comments regarding traditional cultural properties and consultation.

298

Shoreline update responsibility
Shoreline update is huge responsibility. Let me
know if I can help.

Comment noted.

321

Shoreline water-enjoyment definition

Change definition of water-enjoyment use to include
both public and private use. So not to limit the
amount of people that can access and enjoy the
shoreline. Remove the words ‘substantial numbers
of".

The definition of water enjoyment use is consistent with State shoreline
management guidelines (WAC 173-26-020) and will not be revised.

453

Natural designation on Vashon/Maury

Natural marine shoreline designation criteria should
be revised by deleting requirement that the
shoreline has a restoration plan rating of A, and the
shoreline reach is at least five hundred feet along
the ordinary high water mark. This would result in all
of Vashon/Maury Island being designated Natural.

Acknowledging restoration priorities for marine shorelines does not result in all of
the Vashon/Maury Island shoreline being designated Natural. The proposed
designations do consider the location and intensity of existing development as
the characterization of existing shoreline conditions is a factor in determining
restoration priorities.

104

Shorelines critical freshwater
Add a policy to protect critical freshwater habitat.

A policy has been added to address the level of protection for critical freshwater
habitats.

1,108
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Comment topics

King County Response

Commentors

Watershed protections for small lakes

Would like to see the development restrictions
increased and extended to the entire watershed of
small lakes. Most all small lakes sit in bowls with
limited watershed areas. However medium to large
development on the hillsides above a small lake can
have significant impacts.

As directed by State law, the County Shoreline Master Program applies only to
the 200-foot area around small lakes and to associated wetlands and
floodplains. However, existing King County critical area, clearing and grading,
and stormwater requirements do consider and manage the effects of upland
activities on small lakes.

Good job on public process, web information
and program drafting

King County did a fine job drafting the Shoreline
Master Program and presenting public information
on the web and in public meetings.

Comment noted.

99, 352, 353, 459, 490, 551

Poor notification effort

We found your effort of notifying us poor at best. It
should not be the responsibility of the residents to
constantly be checking a website. A friend of our
neighbors accidentally saw the plan and forwarded
it.

Comment noted.

57, 68, 72, 379, 530, 531

Tree Supported Structures

Allow tree supported structures of 200 square feet
or less within riparian setbacks. They are low impact
structures that permit responsible use of sensitive
areas.

King County will continue to evaluate this proposed standard.

397, 398, 442

WA Department of Ecology Review and Comments on October 2007 Draft Shoreline Master Program Update:

The WA Department of Ecology (Ecology) shoreline planners and technical staff worked with King County staff throughout the shoreline inventory and
characterization and reviewed the draft Shoreline Master Program update. The Ecology review team submitted comments on the second draft Shoreline Master
Program on December 26, 2007 and the WA State Attorney General's Office sent comments to King County via Ecology on January 17, 2008. Key comment
topics included integration of critical areas and shoreline regulations, shoreline designation criteria, allowed uses and modifications, a standard that allows limited
expansion of existing residences in critical area buffers, rural stewardship planning, shoreline protection and restoration planning and cumulative impacts analysis.
King County staff met with the Ecology review team on October 29, 2007 to introduce the second draft Shoreline Master Program and then on December 5, 2007,
January 14, 2008 and January 28, 2008 to discuss and respond to comments. Over the course of the review and meeting period, Ecology and King County staff
reached agreement on necessary revisions to the draft Shoreline Master Program. These revisions will be incorporated into the August 2008 draft of the Shoreline

Master Program update.
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