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This meeting can be watched live on Burien Cable Channel 21 or
streaming live and archived video on www.burienmedia.org

I. ROLLCALL

I, AGENDA
COMFIRMATION

1. PUBLIC COMMENT  PUBLIC COMMENT WILL NOT BE TAKEN THIS EVENING.

v, ﬂPPROVAL OF WMarch 9, 2010
MIMUTES

V. OLD BUSINESS Discussion and Possible Recommendation: Shoreline Master Program Update

BRING MATERIALS FROM MARCH 9™ PACKET
a. Shoreline vegetation
b. Critical Areas/Wetlands

C. Residential development
d.  Other

V1. NEW BUSINESS . None

VI PLANNING
COMIMISSION
COMMUNICATIONS

VIll. DIRECTOR'S REPGRT
IX. ADJOURNMENT

Future Agendas (Tentative] March 30- Discussion and Possible Recommandation: Shorefine Master Program Update

April 13-To be determined
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City of Burien

BURIEN PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
March 9, 2010
© 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
MINUTES

Planning Commission Members Present: : -
Joe Fitzgibbon, Janet Shull, Jim Clingan, Rebecca Mclnteer

Absent:
Rachel Pizarro

~ Others Present: @»; >
David Johanson, senior planner; Scott g;%fgp%erg, planning dirégior: Bob Fritzen,
Department of Ecology: Nicole F aghin, Rei@,ﬁﬁéﬂleton '

Roll Call
Chair Fitzgibbon called the meetinﬁ%@%ﬁ'ﬁ&&%@t 7:02 p.
2 OTNINISEE

commissioners were present with the‘%_‘ceptt@;f £ C
Fitzgibbon announced the resi gnation C){“g@'omm 1er Grag

- N
Agenda 'Conﬁrmaq— o Wx{r&gﬁ
e ';éﬂ ) .
. G % ..
Motion to approve e:agenda asp nted was Q@;ﬁe by Commissioner McInteer. Second
2 Sk e :

was by _C'ommissioner%jggg‘%ll

1. cariféd unanimously, -
& ** :%g%(?a’

e

P

ok a* ment“*‘ﬁé%?ggank the public for the comments made to date about" -
. the Shoteline Master Program. Henoted that the commission would continue to receive

written co mitents on the t but not oral comments. He stressed that there will be
additional opportunities £5 oral comments before the City Council and when the

iews the final program.

Mr. Tadas Kisielius, an attorney with the firm GordonDerr, LLP, 2025 1% Avenue,
Seattle, spoke representing the Burien Marine Homeowners Association, a group of
marine shoreline property owners. He asked the comumission to consider taking
additional time to receive public comment on the substantive 1ssues. The concern is that

received no notice and as such have not been permitted opportunity to provide
substantive comment. The commission should take a] the time it needs to make sure

1
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everything is done right. The organization has prepared a petition and gathered more
than 400 signatures of people who are supportive of giving more time to the process and
allowing additional public comments to be made.

Approval of Minutes

A. February 23, 2010

Commussioner Shull called attention to the first full paragraph on page 8 and the last
paragraph on page 9 and noted that both statements for which shg,was given credit in the
minutes were in fact made by Commissioner Grage.

Motion to approve the minutes as amended was made b

sioner Mclnteer.
Second was by Commissioner Shull and the motion ca

Old Business

A Discussion and Possible Reco

i ed” column had been '
w. ‘Hé pointed out that item
i the modified column. A column on the far

night titled “PC D sapture the consensus of the commission for
each item. ; ' ' o '

the letters “NR” included in the third and four rows were
{ ;_*@mse was needed at the current time. '

Mr. Johais : ; - itéh 4 and said the 1ssue related to matchmg the terms in
he zoning code. He noted that he had added a definition of
ing to the direction of the comm1ssmn, both uses would be

Environmental Lea "Center, the Marme Tech Lab, and the Ruth Dykeman Center; he
indicated that he had Tncluded the definition from the zoning code that would be used.
The commission prevmusly discussed whether the uses should be allowed to obtain a _
conditional use or shoreline substantial development permit. Uses not specifically called
out in the table automatically will default to the conditional use process.

Commissioner Shull asked staff what their recommendation would be relative to the uses.
Mr. Johanson said each of the uses already exists. A shoreline conditional use permit

entails both a local process and Department of Ecology approval. The City has a greater | |

level of control over uses located in city parks He suggcsted that the more appropriate
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Own very specific zoning and as such would be more appropriate for a conditional use
permit, especially if the site is reused as a community residential facility. -

Commissioner Shull said no one was arguing that the existing uses should not be there,

The real issue is the potential for other uses that might follow in the future that might fit
in the categories.

Commissioner MclInteer indjcated her support for the conditionq_l:%se permit approach for
the Ruth Dykeman property. She also agreed with staff that s '" fhe substantial

. - . -‘5 E - '
development is the approprate process for the Env1ronmen§g§}%eammg Center and
Marine Tech Lab uses. :

With regard to issue 7 in the table, Mr. Johansbnisaid staff was recommimg réplacing
the term “cell towers™ with “personal wireles Service facilit _ ich i
in the zoning code. He said additional infomatﬁ%%;aa ¢n added to the table with
regard to what would be allowed in the SPA-2 and RS2
service facilities. T

Mr. Johanson noted that item 1

St it ga%“ on and reminded the
commuissioners that duringsthei 5

i bserved that the suggested

g

e said th “recommendation of staff was

1 had to

‘oot the proposal.

il toxt amendments would be folded into a P}anning o

Planning dire@@é%Scott Greenberg called attention next to item 15 and the use of the term
“critical fresh V%% . ha

abitat”™ He explained that the term is not specifically defined in _
either the'ShoreIine%%Magement Act or the guidelines. However, there is a checklist that

R:\PL\CommiSSion\MinilSZO]0\0309i0\03091(]minitsDRAFr.docx a:_ a 3 ]



Ecology would be looking for by using the checklist.  Accordingly, staff was not
recommending any further action.

Commissioner Shull said it was her understanding that the Shoreline Master Program
ultimately approved by the City Council will be reviewed by the Department of Ecology
against the checklist. Bob Fritzen, shoreline planner with the Department of Ecology,
explained that under the Growth Management Act critical areas are pretty specifically
defined. In drafling the guidelines, consideration was given to areas in need of protection
that do not technically fall under the critical area definition as defined by the Growth
Management Act. One example would be the near shore area upo the 20-meter contour
line of all shorelines of Puget Sound that NOAA Fisheries ha esipnated as critical
habitat for salmonids. The guidelines give local government: authority to include
such areas. ' ' :

Commissioner Shull said the recommendation of
reasonable. Chair Fitzgibbon and the other co

dependent accessory structures can be located.
clear that accessory structures shoul

a uffer area based on a
mtended to allow for some
at the buffer areas are mamtamed but
tracture could be appropriate in a buffer

could propose anew co
determination of feas;
flexibility. The pri
there could be a &

: %rder be allowed to construct an accessory structure In a
Barea. Mr. Johans ofesaid thgitask of staff will be to review all such applications
T¢ye on keeping the buffersSacrosanct. If no feasible alternative can be
demonstr\%r\%%mff could approve the request. No special process would be required.

said it could becomiegd foophole through which a buffer area ¢could be impacted by new-
construction. She prsed removing “where feasible” from the proposed language. Mr.
Johanson pointed out that if “where feasible” is not included, any proposal to construct an
accessory structure in a setback would require a variance.

Commissicner Shull said she could envision a sifuation in which it would be a
compelling reason to allow an dccessory structure in a buffer. She added that the
variance process could be very onerous, particularly for a single-family homeowner.. She
asked 1f seme other process could be implemented. Mr. Fritzen said Whatcom County

4
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created what they termed an administrative variance process that is less costly and entails
far less process but which still requires the criteria and the need must be met.

Mr. Johanson said staff would do a little more research and provide additional options at . .
the next commission meeting.

Commissioner Clingan allowed that because the section applies only to new construction,
- a little flexibility might be appropriate. He said he would welcome additional
information from staff at the next meeting.

intended to provide. :;
Iding setback standards
1dential structures. The '

With regard to item 47, Mr. Johanson said the suggested revisig
clarification as to where the common-line riparian buffer and
apply and what they apply to, which are single-family pri

commussioners agreed with the proposed revision. gﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ

Mr. Johanson said item 49 related to residential b
under a separate discussion topic. '

ormation regarding the
oreline Master Programs shown

shold, whichis i x1sting nonconforming,
>vai ¢ €shold in the adopted plans

75 perceglls, Additionally, one jurisdiction bases the
hile'all of thers usc replacement cost.

section of the zoning
from other jurisdictifing

taff had Tound@nything in doing the research that would

than 50 percent. Mr. Johanson said the rationale for using

143 been to assure consistency with other city codes, and that
higsholds used by other jurisdictions. :

otinized the need to be consistent but suggested that the more
- ; .

0 change the other city codes to reflect the 75 percent
port for using the 75 percent threshold in the Shoreline Master
Fased on replacement cost rather than assessed valuation.

o et

Chair Fitzgibbon suggested that if the threshold were predicated on replacement cost, the
restrictions (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) would likely not apply to as many structures. Mr.
Johanson said that is possible. Key to the section is the fact that the language allows
structures damaged or destroyed to be rebuilt. The provisions of (a}, (b), (c), (d) and ()
only kick in when the threshold is crossed, and all of them are focused on meeting the
vegetation conservation standards for the area between the structure and the shoreline. If
the threshold were increased, there is less likelihood that the additional vegetation
provisions would be applied. '

RAPLICommission\Minits20101030910030910minitsDRAFT.docx ‘ ' a - 833




Chair Fitzgibbon said none of the provisions (a), (b), (c), (d) and (€) are all that onerous. 4
He said it would be difficult to envision a situation in which (a), (c) or (d) would

disadvantageously impact the ability of the property owner to reconstruct a damaged

structure. Paragraph (€) could be onerous, but 18 months is a reasonable amount of time

for a reconstruction project to be under way. It is reasonable for the City to ask property

owners to comply with the vegetation conservation standards. He said his inclination was

-~ the keep the threshold at 50 percent, adding that he could be persuaded to change from
assessed valuation to replacement cost.

Commissioner Mclnteer pointed out that assessed value is a
certainty to the homeowner. The replacement cost figure cgi

vegetation conservation standards offer ecologlcal Rinet
threshold will reduce compliance with those stapi:

all of their ducks in a row in that short amount ofiy
time to act.

igs very reasonable. She
its entirety as it appeared on -
assessed value.

A S

% F:tzglbbon said he would support havmg staff gather
t8hull said she also was amenable to taking that

s

proposed language%ﬁ -ﬁrien that only calls for an application for reconstruction to be
filed within 18 mont

. He suggested the Burien language is more lenient and flexible.

Mr. Johanson called attention to item 52B and said the proposed revision is intended to
clarify that the context of the section is alteration or reconstruction of nonconforming

structures. The section allows for expansmns up to certain thresholds within the buffer or
setback. :

The commissioners were in agreement with the proposed change.

6
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2. Public Access

Mr. Fritzen explainéd that the Shoreline Management Act dictates all master programs
must include a public access element making provision for public access to publicly
owned areas, both physical and visual, within the qualifiers of health, safety and
protecting the environment. Every shoreline development project done by a public entity
- must include public access measures, unless it would be unreasonable to do so for
reasons of safety, security or impact to the shoreline environment. Developmenton -
privately owned lands must provide public access where approﬂp&%g}e within the
limitations set out by the guidelines. ,;%iﬁéy
o

Mr. Johanson referred to item 20 and the language from?gif;éé‘é%ﬁ elines regarding the
issue of providing public access while still achievingﬁnf%@? Ioss@%goted that the
guidelines recognize that the policy goals of the Sheteline M'anagem&em Act harbor the

i i fthe act’s policy of'dct 1eving both
vthe provi rinitfed uses in the

F

i

shorelines of the state shall be designed and ¢
as practical...” The Burien document inchudes
how to achieve the desired outcome

¢ policies that talk about

Mr. Johanson reminded the commissi
developed. He said an open house w
encouraged to highlight thesss
Advisory Committee: £h i

7% be

appropriate policy St .

policy language ff%ﬁ:}:fthe City
own policy language! ‘
existing ace ess=related pol

committée %ﬁf@the é

.M%eé:berg called atteation

:May X z;in which the public was
FWeretaken before the Shoreline

, and created some of its - -
; e committee concluded that the City’s
aclisded; in only one instance did the

guage should be modified,

W A

e o tems 21A through 21L and noted that many of the
comme““ﬁ;g;é;@fropose a veryisimple chidnge to the langnage of the advisory committee to
add the néyf?’;@fn,:that all of the public access policies should apply only to public lands, not

private lands.“%%_ suggestéd the commission should come to agreement on that issue first.
U | _

it asked if the City has the authority to require public access on

private land. Mr. Grggnberg allowed that it does under some of the criteria in the master

- program, the Shoreline Management Act, and the guidelines. He informed the
commission that for 30 years or so the City of Kirkland has had policy and regulation that
requires a public access trail from Lake Washington Boulevard through private properties.
to Lake Washington, which requires a trail easement along Lake Washington with access -
to the general public as part of any multifamily development. Kirkland’s policies and
regulations require the same public access but only under certain circumstances. The

-proposed policy language for Burien would require private subdivisions of five l__o,ts' or

o T, :
Commissioner Clingin:
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more to provide public access to the shoreline under the same authority the City uses to
require sidewalks, sewer lines and water lines.

Chair Fitzgibbon said the only instance in which the City should want to require public

. access on private property would be a new subdivision on the waterfront of five or more
homes.

Mr. Fritzen said if city code were to allow the development of a restaurant on the
shoreline, the non-water-dependent use would need to provide public access. If there is
no opportunity for commercial or industrial development along the marine shoreline,
there may not be any opportunity to require public access on g ma:te lands The
guidelines do call for local jurisdictions to provide standardgf

po

improvement of pubhc access, and that may apply to subdl %L

ild. potentially
envision requiring public access on private prog ﬂve or
-more lots.
Mr. Greenberg said the Ruth Dyke | 1ly be redeveloped for a non-
single-family use, though currently theie w : .:Ssue mnvolved in trying to

accomplish that. Assuming the curren
stepped forward WJth a props

require public access, _ ! in the miaster program, it wou]d be
difftcult if not impe, i Jire pubhc access.

Chair Fitzgibbon as on Lake Burien that are large enough to
allow for a & d;l 131011 H r. Johanson said the anecdotal evidence
18 that ¢ lake that are large enough based solely on their total
area,; ze %the zoning 1n place around the lake is 7,200 square
feet,*50a diha ve a minimum of 36,000 square feet. Access
eascmen; !'\- 1, so generally it would take even more land.
However use Lake B 'en is con31dered a critical area, clustering is allowed and

Mr. Greenberg clarific: é%"that staff was recommending changing the draft language of item
31A to refer to subdivisions of more than four parcels-‘_

There was consensus in favor of making the change as recommended by staff.

Commissioner Shull expressed concemn over limiting the ability of the City to require
public access only on public lands. She allowed that while the opportunities to require
public access on private lands are very limited, the fact is that the.Shoreline Master
Program, once approved, will live for a very long time. There could conceivably be a -
circumstance in the future in which the City may want to require public access in

: g
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assdciation with a privately proposed project. She said she was clear on the fact that
nothing in the proposed language would allow the City to require public access on.any
existing developed privately owned property. ' :

Commissioner Clingan argued that there would bé no harm in including the phrasé “on
public lands” in the various policies referenced by item 21 given the limiting factor of
subdivisions having more than four parcels.

Commissioner Shull called attention to 21C and the proposed language “Public access to
shoreline areas on public lands within the City must protect private property nights, public
safety, and individual privacy.” She suggested the addition of4 public lands” could be
mterpreted as meaning the City will not seek to protect shoxeh access on private lands,
Mr. Greenberg said if the decision of the commission is, cquire public access on
private lands, the proposed language would not matter. % b '

Chair Fitzgibbon voiced concern over use of th ord “shall” in item 3, He suggested
that if the language were to be adopted, the Cj ouncil would need to fak 4336
additional step of clarifying which shorelines uld be in i y. Al new deVigfopments
that meet the criteria would be required to provide publif feCess; the City would not have -
the leeway of being able to determine. that public acee ay not in fact be appropriate in
any specific instance, such as whers bdivisi than four lots has only cne lot

on the water and the rest located in th 2 uplamel: :

words such as “should” nay.” He allgyye
public access in all inganees Wi ;,;g the crify
access-can be eithe 7]

hysical or‘%a], and®

Were me , but he stressed that public
where it is physical certain design

&';X of public safety or private property rights as well as
. 28he saig

@ishe would not support focusing the City’s right'to . - |
require Public access onlyoy publ%%ands; that would be too limiting.
Chair Fitzgﬂ%poncurr <He said there are provisions in the document that ensure the
protection of privai perty rights and ecological functions. He noted, however, that
including the phra% public lands” could be appropriately included in some of the

policies, especially inPA 4. 'Adding the phrase liberally would limit the ability of the _ -
City to be flexible. " : : -

Commissioner Shull said she would resist making changes to any language taken from
the existing Comprehensi_ve Plan, absent a compelling reason to do so. '

Mr. Greenberg reviewed the proposed changes to item 21A. He said the notion of using

the word “promote” in place of “increase” would make the language inconsistent with the
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Shoreline Management Act. There was consensus to leave the language of 21A as o :'J:
proposed by the advisory committee. ‘

Mr. Greenberg said the recommendation of staff for 21B was to keep the original
langnage and not make any changes. The proposed change would change the language
from applying to existing developments to applying to new developments, and would
apply only to existing public access and not potential future public access.

Chair Fitzgibbon asked how the proposed language would mmpact property owners on
Lake Burien where there is currently no public access. Mr. Greenb erg said the language
applies to access to the water, and where there is no existing u ig;% access, there is

~ nothing to nnpa:r or detract from. By using the term ex1st1 gpliblic access, one could

interpret.

- Commissioner Shull proposed replacing
existing public access to the water”
the water.” Chair Fitzgibbon said

- concurred.

a tree that blocks the i
by Commissioner S
situation. Depen
could in fact result

leton 'su'ggeste that the issue would be whether or not the
te pr%pe y or in a designated public access or view corridor. _

Mr. Greenberg : , thedntent of item 21C is to address the balancing act the Shorehne
Management Act filksabout. He said the proposed change was to revise the language.
from “Public access 16 the city’s shorelines should be designed to provide for pubhc
safety and to minimize potential impacts to private property and individual privacy” to
“Public access to shoreline areas on public lands within the city’s shorelines should be
designed to provide for public safety and to minimize potential 1mpacts to private
property and individual privacy.”

Chair Fatzgibbon suggested the proposed language change would actually weaken the
protections of private property rights, public safety and individual privacy. He saidhe -

10 . :
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would not support the language change, but would support using the word “should”
rather than “shall.” .

The consensus opinion was in favor of leaving 21C unchanged.

With regard to item 21D, there was consensus to not include “on public lands” and to
include “with no net loss of shoreline ecological function.” .

Mr. Johanson said item 21E was heavily discussed by the advisory committee. He said
the idea is that public access should be spread out to make it available to all
neighborhoods. If the City should decide to pursue new publigialcéss, it should look first
at reaches that do not have existing access. He pointed out thatithe proposed.policy

a1 modified by the

language was onginally taken from the Comprehensive
advisory committee.

Chair Fitzgibbon said the policy is not one that
has been a lot of concern voiced that has been
- Wil not lessen the overall thrust of the plan towixd
water. By including the phrase .. highest priority;

create an impression that is
not accurate relative to the intent of ¢ plan. : : R :

have some sort of public_a
they could be adjacen%;i‘%« 1y
eliminating or modifving the “h1

i¢ access will be rare and
said she would be open to

Commissioner Ciiﬁga"@@ngges ! ﬁt%@ ss s} %%hld not be valued more than the quality
of the lake_.He.said theliighest pﬁoﬁfﬁz@@i{‘{@;@nage is not particularly useful, nor the
critenel with the three sub-items. -

E2

ssioner Mclntech said sha okay with the first sentence of 21E, including the

notion%ispersing publii%%écess throughout the shoreline areas. The “hj ghest priority”.
language ¢8iild end up working against the notion of adding new public access points.
a5, “the mechanisms to obtain public access.- :

She said shg

Mr. Greenberg said the existing Comprehensive Plan policy reads “The City should seek
opportunities to develop new waterfront access points or other shoreline access'through.
tax-title properties, donations of land and waterfront areas, and acquisition using grants
and bonds.” He suggested that including the mechanisms to obtain would not be
absolutely necessary. '

1
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Commissioner Shull noted her support for retaining the first sentence, including the
notion of dispersing public access throughout the shoreline, and said she could support
eltminating the mechanisms to obtain.

Commissioner Chngan said he could support eliminating the entire first sentence.
Commissioner Mclnteer said that would be her recommendatwn as well. '

Chair Fitzgibbon observed that the commission would not be able to complete its
discussion of the proposed policy language without calhng an additional work session
. ahead of the next regularly. scheduled meetmg

16. The commission
arded to the City

It was agreed to schedule a special commission meeting
also discussed scheduling a review of the final draft be
Councﬂ

New Business -- None

Director’s Report

Chair Fitzgibbon took a moment to

the commission for the
service of Commissioner Grage. He '

Ad]'eurnment'

Motion to adjourn

_ 12
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33 Shoreline
Vegetation
Conservation

it Revisedasof 323400 .
Vegetation alterations require review pursuant to 20.30.040(2.!))_.

There appears to be a mistake in the outiine numbering used in the comment letter. b is a,cish. The
correct nomenclature is used befow

+20.30.040 a. Alterations to vegetation within shoreline jurisdiction {except for the maintenance of existing or
o approved conditions) are not alfowed without shoreline review, When alfowed, afterations to
(page IV-9) the vegetation shall result in no net loss of shoreline ecologico! value or function.

The suggested language implies that all alterations will be associated with new development. This

may not always be the case. If mitigation is required it should be accordance with other provisions
in the SMP such as 20.30.010{2.c], impact mitigation and 20.30.095{2.a] Residential Development.

Suggest the following changes. ' o

b. Alterations within the shoreline vegetation conservation buffer shall i itigati
impgets of the development_agnd shall.o —and-shall-only be allowed through approval of a vegetation
management plan. If mitigation of impacts is necessary it should take the form of vegetation
enhancement and result in improvements to ecological functions. The plar shall be prepared by
qualified professional and shall be consistent with the provisions of this chapter and BMC
Chapter 19.40.Vegetation enhancement plans shall include: : '

No suggested changes to the remainder of the section.

i. Revegetation of degraded buffer areas within 20 feet of the ordinary highwater mork for top

licable) or wetland edge with dense native vegetation meeting the .
standards of paragraph (c)fiii-iv) below. The Administrator may require wider widths or other
improvements to mitigote areater impacts. .

ii. The above revegetation area may be modified using areg averaging when existing structures
encreach into the 20 foot width, when access through the area to waterfront facilities is
needed, or when water-dependent activities need to take place in the area,

. These are good clarifications however references. too lawn not being an acceptable ground
cover is not necessary as it is prohibited by section vii. Agree that section v. should be removed,
this is overly restrictive in that any alteration cannot remove vegetation areas, this is may not
be possible in some development scenarios. The section is suggested to read as follows:

Within a shoreline riparian buffer as set forth in BMC 20.30.050 aiterations shall comply with
the following; : '
i. The applicant shail provide g vegetation management plan prepared by a qualified
professional; and

ii. At least 75% of the buffer area shall be revegetated, where it is deqraded:

and

lii. Where vegetation is proposed within the buffer it shall be provided at a density to mimic
natural conditions rather than a landscaped vard: and

iv. Vegetation planting areas shall consist of a mix of native trees, shrubs and ground cover -
; = and

v. Vegetation management plans should place emphasis on providing plantings within a 20 foot
wide area parallef and adjacent to the shoreline; and

vi. Lawn is a prohibited vegetation in the shoreline buffer due to its limited Junctional benefits
and need for chemical and fertilizer opplication; and

vii. Include appropriate limitations on the use of fertilizer, herbicides and pesticides as needed
to protect lake and marine water quality.

PCReview [tems 33, 92R:\FL\DAVID\Shorafines\Phase 5 Final assembly\WordDocs3-9-10APC Review ltems 33, 92_doc. ’
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Recommended Version

_ Shoreline a. Alterations to vegetation within share!me jurisdiction (except for the maintenance of exrstmg or
33 Vegetation : approved conditions) are not alfowed without shoreline review. When allowed, alterations to |
Conservation | the vegetat.ron shall result in no net.loss of shoreline ecologrca! value or funcrron s

/i

b. Alterations within the shorelme vegetation conservation buffer shall only be allowed through
approval of a vegetation management plan. If mitigation of impacts is necessary it should take
the form of vegetation enhancement and result in improvements to ecological functions. The

“plan.shalt be prepared by qualified professional and shall be consistent with the provisions of
- this chapter and BMC Chapter 19.40.Vegetation enhancement plons shall include:

i. Revegetation of degraded buffer areas within 20 feet of the ordinary high water mark {or top
of shore armoring if applicable} or wetland edge with dense native vegetation meeting the
standards of paragraph (c)Miii-iv) below. The Administrator may require wider widths or other
improvements to mitigate greater impacts.

ii. The above revegetation area may be modified using area averaging when existing structures
encroach into the 20 foot width, when access through the area to waterfront facilities is
needed, or When water-dependent activities need to take place in the area.

20.30.040

(ﬁage IvV-9}

c. Within a shoreline npanan buffer as set forth in BMC 20 30.050 afterations shall comply with
' the Jollowing;

i. The applicant shalf provide o vegetation rnanagement plan prepared by a qualified
professional; and

fi. At least 75% of the buffer area shall be revegetated, where it is degraded;

and ' '

iii. Where vegetation is proposed within the buffer it shall be provided at g density to mimic
natural conditions rather than o landscaped yard; and

iv. Vegetation piantmg areas shafl consist of a m:x of native trees, shrubs and ground cover; :
and !

v. Vegetation management plans should pface emphas:s on prowdmg plantings within a0 foot
wide area paraﬂel and adjacent to the shoreline; and -

vi.lawnisa prohrb:ted vegetation in the shoreline buffer due to its limited functional benef t<
and need for chemical and fertilizer application; and

vii. Include appropriate limitations on the use of fertilizer, herbicides and pestrc:des as needed
to protect lake and marine water quality.

PC Review items 33, S2RAPL\DAVID\Shorelines\Phase § Final assembly\WordDocs3-9-105C Review Items 33, 92.doc
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20.30.055
Shoreline Uses
{ADU’s)

Pursuant to comprehensive plan policy and the GMA, accessory dwelling units should be allowed,
however it should be clarified that they should not be allowed in a shoreline buffer or setback.

g. Accessory structures and Appurtenances. Accessory structures and appurtenances thatarenot -

: must be proportional in size and
purpose to the residence and compatible with onsite and adjacent structures, uses and natural
features. Accessory structures and appurtenances that are not water-dependent are not permitted
waterward of the principal residence unless clearly water-dependent -(buoys, docks and floats) and
-used for recreational or personal useunlessthereds-acompelling reasento-the contrary. Except for
fences less than 6 feet high, aAccessory and appurtenant structures showldshall not be located
within shoreline buffers to assure that buffer integrity is maintained,. '

Recommended Version

B. Accessory structures and Appurtenances. Accessory structures and appurtenances must be
proportional in size and purpose to the residence and compatible with onsite and adjacent
structures, uses and natural features. Accessory structures and appurtenances that are not water-

. dependent are not permitted waterward of the principal residence unless clearly water-dependent
{buoys, docks and floats) and used for recreational or personal use. Except for fences less than 6 feet
high, accessory and appurtenant structures shall not be located within shoreline buffers or riparian
buffer setbacks to assure that buffer integrity is maintained. '

20.40.005 Appurtenance means development necessarily connected to the use and enjoyment of a
single family residence and located Jandward of the perimeter of an associated wetland and
landward of the ordinary high water mark. Normal appurtenances include a garage; deck; driveway;
utilicies solely servicing the subject single family residence; fences; and grading which does not -
exceed 250 cubic yards.

19.10.010 Accessory —~ A use, activity, structue or'part of a structwe that is subordinate and
incidental to the main activity or strucize on the site, -

K. Detached Accessory Dwelling Units. Detached accessory dwelling units shall not be located in

riparian buffers or riparian buffer building setbacks. i

GMA goal.

RCW 36.70A.020 {4) Housing. Encourage the availability of affordabte housing to all economic segments of the
population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of
existing housing stock. '

RCW 36.70A.400 & RCW 43.63A.215 state “actessory apartment provisions shall be part of the local government's
development regulation, zoning regulation, or official control.” [excerpt] :

Burien Caomprehensive Plan Pol. HS 1.11 The development of accessory dwelling units in single-family residences
should be allowed to continue. (pg 2-65, fexcerpt]

PC Review ftems 33, 92R:APL\DAVIDASharelines\Phase 5 Final assembly\WardDocs3-9- 10\PC Reyiew ftems 33, 92.doc
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Appendix 8-C L D
Guidance on Widths of Buffers and Ratios for
Compensatory Mitigation for Use with the
Western Washington Wetland Rating System

8C.1 int_roduction

This appendix provides guidance on widths of buffers, ratios for compensatory _
mitigation, and other measures for protecting wetlands that are linked to the Washington
State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington-Revised (Hruby 2004b). Refer to
Appendix 8-D for guidance for casternn Washington. Appendices 8-C through 8-F have
been formatted similar to the main text of this volume (i.e., with a numbering system) to

hefp with organization. _
The tables below list the f_ebomrriend_éd widths of buffers for various alternatives,

examples of measures to minimize 1mpacts, and ratios for compensatory mitigation.

» Table 8C-1. ‘Width of buffers needed to protect wetlands in westermn Washington .
if impacts from land use and wetland functions are NQT‘inc_orporate_d (Buffer
Alternative 1). [Page 4] ' ‘

e Table8c-2, Width of buffers based on wetland category and modified by the

intensity of the impacts from changes in proposed land use (Buffer Alternative 2). -

[Page 5}

. Tablé 8C-3. Types of land uses that can resu]f in high, moderate, and low levels |
of impacts to adjacent wetlands (used in Buffer Alternatives 2 and 3). [Page 5]

* Table 8C-4. Width of buffers needéd to protect Category IV wetlands in westert
-Washington (Buffer Alternative 3). [Page 6] B

* Table 8C-5. Width of bufférs needed to protect Category Il wetlands in western

Washington (Buffer Alterative 3). [Page 6]

* Table 8C—6. Width of buffers needed to pfotect' Category If wetlands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3). [Page7] '

‘s Table 8C-7. Width of buffers needed to protect Cétqgory { wetlands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3). [Page 8] - ‘

* Table 8C-8. Examples of measures to minimize impacts to wetlands from
. different types of activities. [Page 10] : ‘

Wetlands in Washington State . o Appendix §8-C
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~=» Table 8C-9. Comparison of recommended buffer widths for high intensity land 7 N i
uses between Alternative 3 (step-wise scale) and Alternative 3A (graduated scale)
based on score for habitat functions [Page 14].

 Table 8C-10. Companson of recommended widths for buffers between
Alternative 3 and Alternative 3A for proposed land uses with hlgh 1mpacts with
mltlgatlon for impacts. [Page 15]

. Table 8C-11. Mitigation ratios for pro;ects n westem Washington. {Page 21]

The guidance in this appendix can be used in deveIoping regulations such as critical areas
ordinances for protecting and managing the functions and values of wetlands. The

~ recommendations are based on the analysis of the cwrent scientific literature found in
Volume 1. The detailed rationale for the recommendations is provided in Appendlces 8-
E and 8-F.

8C.2 Widths of Buffers R

Requiring buffers of a specific width has been one of the primary- methods by which local
junisdictions in Washmgton have protected the functions and values of wetlands
Generally, buffers are the uplands adjacent to an aquatic resource that can, through
various physical, chemical, and biological processes, reduce impacts to wetlands from
adjacent land uses. The physical characteristics of buffers (e.g., slope, soils, vegetation,
and width) determine how ‘well buffers reduce the adverse impacts of human
development. These characteristics are discussed in detail in Chapter 5, Volume 1.

In addition to reducing the impacts of adjacent land uses; buffers also protect and
maintain a wide variety of functions and values provided by wetlands. For example,
buffers can provide the terrestiial habitats needed by many species of wildlife that use
wetlands to meet some of their needs. -

The review of thé scientific literature has shown, however, that buffers alone cannot

adequately protect all functions that a wetland performs. Additional guidance is, _ _ o

therefore, provided on other ways in which wetlands can-be managed and regulated to . i
~ provide some of the necessary protection that buffers alone do not provide. The. 'E

following guidance for protecting the functions and values of wetlands is based on their

category as determined through the rating system for western Washington. .

Wetlands in Washington State ) ' Append:x 8-C
Volume 2 — Protecting and Managing Wetlands : 2 Gmdance on Buffers-and Ratios - Western Washington
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1l remain relatively ung

Three alternatives for protecting the functions of wetlands using buffers are described in
the following sections: » '

* Buffer Alternative 1. Width based only on wetland category.

. Buffer Alternative 2. Width based on wetland-éatcgory and the intensity of
- Impacts from proposed changes in land use. = '

* Buffer Alternative 3, Width based on wetland category, intensity of impacts,
and wetland functions or special characteristics. This alternative has two options
for determining the widths of buffers when they are based on the score for habitat.
Alternative 3 provides three buffer widths based on habitat scores, while
Alterriative 3A provides a praduated scale of widths for buffers based on habitat
Scores. : '

The buffer widths recommended for cach alternative were based on the review of
scientific information in Volume 1. The gnidance in this appendix synthesizes the

information about the types and sizes of buffers needed to protect the functions and.
- Special characteristics of wetlands. ‘ o

Wetlands in Washingten State _ -
Volume 2 - Protecting and Managing Wetlands ° : 3
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Appendlces 8-C and:8-Ddo not provide th
though most-of the Tesear

decision- was made

because mast local governments: usethe. Enghsh Custom ] measures -For example a -

buffer w1dth is set-at 50 feet rather than 15 ineters. -

buffer widths éven

8C.2.1 Buffer Alternative 1: Width Based Only on Wetland
Category

This alternative, in which the width of buffers is based only on the category of the’

- wetland, is the srmplest (Table 8C-1). The width recommended for each category of
wetland in Alternative 1 is the widest recomimended for that category in both Alternatives
2 and 3 (discussed below). Alternative 1 provides the least ﬂexrblhty because many
different types of wetlands and types of human impacts are combined. For example, not
all wetlands that fall into Category I or II need a 300-foot buffer. If no distinctions are
made between the wetlands that fall into Category I or I1, all wetlands that fall into these

. categorics have to be protected with a 300-foot buffer so adequate protection is provided

for those wetlands that do need a buffer this wide. Also, the widths recommended for

this altemative are those needed to protect the wetland from proposed land uses that have
the greatest nnpacts since no distimctions between. Impacts are made.

_Tab]e 8C-1. Width of buffers nieeded to protect wetlands in western Wash.mgton if

impacts from land use and wetland fanctlom are NOT incorporated-(Buffer
Alternative 1).

CategoryofWetland
v

. m
o
1.

$C.2.2 Buffer Alternative 2: Width Based on Wetland
Category and Modified by the Intensrty of the Impacts
from Proposed Land Use

The second alfernative increases the regulatory flexibility by including the concept that -
not all proposed changes in land uses have the same level of impact (Table 8C-2). For
example, one new residence being built on 5 acres of land near a wetland 1s expected to
have a smaller impact than 20 houses built on the same 5 acres. Three categories of
impacts from proposed land uses are outlined: land uses that can create high impacts,

moderate impacts, and low impacts to wetlands. Different land uses that can cause these

levels of impacts are listed in Table 8C-3.

Wetlands in Washington State . ‘ : Appendix 8-C.
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Table 8C-2. Width of buffers needed tg protect wetlands in western Washingtoh
considering impacts of propesed land uses (Buffer Altemnative 2). o

| Category o Wetiand ‘Land Use with ~ -
Sl ol [Lowlmpaerr |
v oo C 251t
il . 7se
o S0 _
I : 150 ft ' 2258 300 ft

* See Tabl.e‘ 8C-3 below for types of land uses that can result in low, moderate, and hlgh impacts to

“wetlands. - i v
SE

Table 8C-3. Types of proposed ]ahd use that can result in high, moderate, and low
levels of impacts to adjacent wetlands, 7 - '

High - » Commercial
& - Urban
*  Industrial

- Institutional

* Retail sales ‘
. Residential (more than 1 unit/cre). -

e Conversion to high-intensity agﬁ culture (dairies, hurseries, greenhouses,
' growing and harvesting crops requiring annual tilling and raising and -
maintaining animals, etc.) .

*  High-intensity recreation (golf courses, bail fields, etc.)
‘e Hobby farms ‘

Moderate . _ *  Residential (1 unit/acre or less)

R Modefaie‘-intensity open space (parks with biking, jogging, etc.) _
* Conversion tdméderﬁt&intensi[y agﬁéu]t_urc (oréhards, hay ficlds, etc)
-* Paved trails o : -
|.* Building of logging roads

* Utlity corridor or nght-of-way shared by several utilities and including
access/maintenance road '

Low . . | * Forestry (cutting of trees only)

*  Low-intensity open space (hiking, bird-watc}iing, preservation of natural
resources, etc.) '

. Unipaved trails

»  Utility corridor without a maintenance road and Tittle or no vegetation
management. - :

{ * Local governments are encouraged to create land-use designations for zoning that are consistent with -
these examples. -

—
Wetlands in Washington State o ) o . ‘ . ) Appendix 8-C
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8C.2.3 Buffer Alternative 3: Width Based on Wetland |
‘Category, Intensity of Impacts, Wetland Functmns, or -
Spec:al Charactenstxcs

The third altemative prov1d’es the most ﬂembxlity by basing the widths of buffers on three
factors:. the wetland category, the intensity of the impacts (as used in Alternative 2), and
the functions or special characteristics of the wetland that need to be protected as

- determined through the rating system. . The recommended widths for buffers are shown in
Tables 8C-4 to 8C-7. Using this alternative, a wetland may fall into more than one
“category in the table. For example, an interdunal wetland may be rated a Category III
wetland because it is an isolated interdunal wetland, but it may be rated a Category 1l

- wetland based on its score for functions.

Table 8C-4.. Width of buffers needed to protect Category IV wetlands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3 for wetlands scoring less than 30 points for all
functions).

‘Wettand Characteristics Tths by Impactol. ~ |‘Oher Mcasures R

B

Score for all 3 basic” - - Low 2586 - : No recommendations at this time
functions is less than 30 Moderate — 40 £t ' '
points High - 50 ft

Table 8C-5. Width. of buffers needed to protect Category 111 wetlands in western .
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3 for wetlands scoring 30 50 pomts for all functlons). ,

Wetland Charactenstlcs :;.Buf{er Wldths by' 'mpact of
: | Proposed Land Use :

Moderate level of function | Low - 75 fi ) 1
for habitat (scoré for Moderate — 110 ft

habitat 20 - 28 points)

No recenmendations at this time

High — 150 ft
Not nieeting above : de -40ft _ . o ‘No re'commeﬁdations at this time’__
characteristic ' Moderate - 60 ft ' ’ ' CL

High—- 801t

' No information on other measures for protection was available at the time this document was written. .
The Washington State Department of Ecology will contmue to collect new information for future updates L
to this document . v

L
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Table 8C-6. Width of buffers needed to protect Category IY wetlands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3 for wetlands scoring 51-69 points for all functions or
having the “Special Characteristics” identified in the rating system). '

— —

 Wetand Characiesies

High level of function for
‘habitat (score for habitat
29 - 36 points)

“Low- 1501t .
Mode_ratc -225ft

High ~ 300 f*

'Maintain connections to other habitat
areas

Moderate level of fﬁncti'on

20 - 28 pointsy -

1 Low - 75 fi
- for habitat (score for habitat -

Moderate —~ 110 ft
High- 150 ft

No recommendations at this time?

-High level of function for
water quality improvement
and low for habitat (score

‘Low - 50 ft
Moderate — 75 ft

No additional surface discharges of
untreated runoff

characteristics

for water quality 24 -32 .- High-100 1t ‘
i points; habitat less than 20 '
pointsy - b
Estuarine dLow-75f ' No recommendations at this time?
) -Moderate — 110 ft .
| High = 150 ft
Interdunal Low-75ft No récomméndations at this time?
Moderate — 110 ft- a
7 High— 150 ft . . o
Not meeting above Low - 50 ft N(:) recommendations at this time?

1 Moderate - 75 ft

High- 100 ft

* Fifty of the 122 wetlands used to calibsate the rating system for western 'Washington.were'Categofy 1L
Of these 50, only five (10%) would require 300-foot buffers to protect them from high-impact land nses. .
The maximum buffer width for the remainting 45 wetlands would be 150 feet, S

7 ? See footnote on the previous page.
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Table 8C-7. Width of buffers needed to protect Category 1 weﬂands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3 for wetlands scoring 70 points or more for all
functlons or havmg the *Special Charactenstlcs” 1dent1ﬁed in the ratmg system)

‘Low-125ft

Natural Heritage Wetlands _
: _Moderate — 190 fi

No additional surface discharges to
- wetland or its tributaries
'| No septic systems within 300 ft of

habitat (score for habitat 29
- 36 points) :

igh—- 250 ft
High o _ wetland
) - Restore degraded paris of buffer 7
Begs ‘ Low - 125 ft No additional surface dischargés to
Moderate — 190 ft - - wetland or its tnbutaries
High-250 %t . Restore degraded parts of buffer |
} Forested Buffer width to be based on If forested wetland scores high for -
: score for habitat finctions or habitat, need to maintain - .
“water quality funciions connections to other habitat areas
| : Restore degraded parts of buffer
Estuarine Low - 100 fi | No recommendations at this time®
Moderate - 150 ft o
High — 200 fi _ _
Wetlands in Coastal Low-100fi No recommendations at this time®
Lagoons { Moderate — 150 ft ' '
;o , High — 200 ft ,
-High tevel of function for Low — 150 ft Maintain connections to other habitat

Moderate 225 it
High — 300 ft _

areas :
Restore degraded parts of buffer :

'M(_)d_erate Tevel of function

20 - 28 points)

for habitat (score .for- habitat.

Low-75ft

“Moderate— 110 ft

No rec_ommendatlo'ns_;-at this time®

5

él~ &55(

| | High- 150 fr |
High level of function for Low-501t No additional surface discharges of
-water quality improvement Moderate — 75 ft untreated runoff

(24 - 32 points) and low for . ' :

habitat-(less than 20 points) ngh 100 ft‘ .

Not meeting any of the Low — 50 ft No recommendations at this time®

above characteristics Moderate — 75 ft '

High - 100 ft
3 See footnote on page 6.
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8C24 __Special C'o_nd-itiﬂns for a Possible R'eductiori in Buffer
Widths . ‘

' 8(5.2.4'.1“ Crondition 1: Reduction in Buffer Width Based on
: Reducing the Intensity of Impacts from Proposed Land
Uses _

The buffer widths recommended for proposed land uses with high—intensity impacts to

wetlands can be reduced to those rc ommended for moderate-intensity impacts under the
. following conditions: : : ' '

* For wetlands that score moderate or high for habitat (207-poirits ormore for the

habitat functions), the width of the buffer can be reduced if both of the following
criteria are met: - ' ;

1) A relatively undisturbed, vegetated corridor at least 100-feet wide is protected
between the wetland and any other Priority Habitats as defined by the
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (“relatively undisturbed” -
and “vegetated corridor” are defined in questions H2.1 and H 2.2.1 of the
Waishington State Wetland Rating System Jor Western Washington — Revised,
(Hruby 2004b)). Priority Habatats in western Washington include:

® Wetlands
* Riparian zones
* Aspen stands

* Chffs _
E Prairies _ :
* - Caves ;

* Stands of Oregon White Oak
* Old-growth forests
‘= Estuary/estmary-like 7
* Marine/estuarine shorelines
= Eclgrass meadows
* Talus slopes ‘
“ Urban natural open space (for-current definitions of Priority .
" Habitats, see hitp://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phshabs htm)

The corridor must be protected for the entire distance between the wetland

and the Priority Habitat by some type of legal protection such as a
conservation easement. :

2) Measures to'minimize the impacts of different land uses on wetlands, such as
the examples summarized in Table 8C-8, are applied.

* For wetlands that score less than 20 points for habitat, the buffer width can be
reduced to that required for moderate land-use impacts by applying measures to
minimize the impacts of the proposed land uses (see examples in Table 8C-8).

Wetlands in Washington Stat-e
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Table 8C-8. Examples of measures to minimize impacts to wetlands. from proposed
change in land use that have hlgh lmpacts. (ThlS 1Isnota comp]ete list of measures )

Actmt:es an

»  Residential

,'D;sturbance B:sturba , R
Lights . Parkmg lots » Direct lights away from wetland
' e Warehouses ' '
*  Manufacturing
* Residential 7
Noise . Manufactuﬁng = Locate actwﬂy that ; generates noise away from

wetland

| Foxic runof* | * Parking lots

| * Roads

*  Manufactuning
"#»  Residential areas

pesticides
¢ Landscaping

e Application of agricuitural

« Route all new, untreated runoff away from
wetland while ensuring wetland is not
dewatered

» Establish covenants hmmng use of pesumdes
within 150 ft of wetland

. Apply integrated pest management

Stormwater . Pérkihg lots

'| runoff + Roads

. Manufactunng
* Residential areas
+ Commercial

s Landscaping

» Retrofit stormwater detention and treatiment
“for roads and existing adjacent development

« Prevent channelized flow from lawns that
directly enters the buffer-

water regime » Lawns

Change in +  Impermeable surfaces

= Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into o
buffer new runoff from impervious surfaces

_ e Tilling. | and nelw_ lawns
Petsand |+ ° Residential areas . Use_é privacy fencing; plant dense vegetation to
- humnan - delineate buffer edge and to discourage
disturbance disturbance using vegetation appropriate for
the ecoregion; place wetland and its buffer in
_a separaie tract . .
} Dust . ¢ Tilled fields  Use best mamagement practices to control dust

spec: cs are present at the site.

* These examiples are not necessarily adequatc ior mtmmlzm g toxic runoit if threatened or endan gered

Wetlands in Wa;ﬁhmgion State
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8C.24.2  Condition 2: _Reduciions in Buffer Widths Where Existing

Roads.or Structures Lie Within the Buffer

Where a legally established, non-conforming use of the buffer exists (e.g., aroad or
structure that lies within the width of buffer recommended for that wetland), proposed
actions in the buffer may be permitted as long as they do not increase the degree of non- -

conformity. This mearns no increase in the impacts to the wetland from activities in the’
_ buffer. ' ' ' '

For example, if a-land use with high impacts (e.g., building an urban road) is being .
[proposed next to a Category II wetland with 2 moderate level of function for habitat, a
150-foot buffer would be needed to protect functions (see Table 8C-6). If, however, an
existing urban road is already present and only 50 feet from the edge of the Category II
wetland, the additional 100 feet of buffer may not be needed if the road s being widened.
A vegetated buffer on the other side of the road would not help buffer the existing =~
impacts to the wetland from the'road. Ifthe existing road is resurfaced or widened (e.g.,
to add a sidewalk) along the upland edge, without any further roadside development that
would increase the degree of nion-conformity, the additional buffer is not necessary. The
associated increase in impervious.surface from widening a road, however, may
necessitate mitigation for impacts from stormwater. ' '

If, however, the proposal is to build a new development (e.g., shopping center) along the
‘upland side of the road, the impacts to the wetland and its functions may increase. This
would increase the degree of non-conformity. The project proponent would need to
provide the additional 100 feet of buffer éxtending_bey_ond the road or apply buffer

averaging (seé Section 8C.2.6). .

8C.24.3  Condition 3: ‘Reduction in Buffer Widths Through an
“Individual Rural Stewardship Plan ,
A Rural Stewardship Plan (RSP} is the product of a collaborative effort between rural :

- property owners and a local government to tailor a management plan specific for a rural
parcel of land. The goal of the RSP is better management of wetlands than what would
be achieved through strict adherence to regulations. In exchange, the landowner gaing
flexibility in the widths of buffers required, in clearing limits, and in other requirenients
found in the regulations. For example, derise"develo;)m_ent m rural residential arcas can -

“be treated as having a low level of impact when the d‘éve]opr_nen_t of the site is managed
“ through a locally approved RSP. The voluntary agreement includes provisions for

. restoration, maintenance, and long-terni monitoring and specifies the widths of buffers

needed to protect each wetland within the RSP. -~ - -

Wetlands in Washington State . : 'Appéndix 3-C-
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8C.25 Conditions for Increasmg the Wldth of or Enhancmg,
the Buffer.

8C.2.-S.l Condifion 1 Buffer is.Not Vegetated W1th Plants
Appropriate for the Region

‘The recommended widths for buffers are based on the assumption.that the buffer is
vegetated with a native plant community appropriate for the ecoregion or with one that
performs similar functions. If the existing buffer is unvegetated, sparsely vegetated, or
vegetated with invasive species that do not perform needed functions, the buffer should
cither be planted to create the appropriate plant community or the buffer should be
widened to ensure that adequate functions of the buffer are provided. Generally, '
1mprovmg the vegetatlen will be more effectwe than w1denmg the butfer.

.8C 2. S 2 Cond:tlon 2: Buffer Has a Steep Slope

The review. of the literature (Volume 1) mdlcates that the effect;veness of buffers at-
removing pollutants before they enter a wetland. decreases as the slope increases. Ifa -
buffer is to be based on the score. for its ability to improve water quality (see Tables §C-4
through 8C-7) rather than habitat or other criteria, then the buffer should be increased by -
50% if the slope is greater than 30% (a 3- foot nse for every 10 feet of honzontal : ,
‘distance). ' o S ‘

8C.2.53 Condltlon 3: Buffer Is Used by Species Sensitive. to .
Disturbance.

If the wetland provides habitat for a species that is particularly sensitive to disturbance =~
(such as a threatened or endangered species), the width of the buffer should be increased
to provide adequate protection for the species based on its particular; life-history needs.
Some buffer requirements for priority species are available on the Washington State

. Departiment of Fish and Wildlife web page (http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phsrecs.htm). The .
list of priority species for vertebrates is at hitp://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phsvert. htm; for
invertebrates it is at http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phsinvit.htm. Information on the buffer
widths needed by some threatened endangered and sensitive species of wildlife is-
provided in Appendlx 8-H. : -

8C.2.6 Buifer Avera'gin‘g

The WIdths of buffers may be averaged if this W1H 1mprove the proteetlon of wetland
functions, or if it is the only way to allow for reasonable use of a parcel. There is no. . , ;
scientific information available to determine if averaging the widihs of buffers actually - SR

~ protects functions of wetlands. The authors have concluded that averaging could be ;
allowed in the fo]lowmg situations: :

,:_reductmns in: buffers (hsted above)

vith any of thi ':"6ftli:ef5-71jrevisiohs-~ft__)_'r N
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* Averaging to improve wetland pi’otectidn may be permitted whenrg_l_l_ of the
following conditions are met: ' S

— The wetland has significant differences in characteristics that affect its habitat

functions, such as a wetland with a forested component adjacent to a degraded
emergent component or a “dual-rated” wetland with a Category I area
adjacent to a lower rated area '

— The buffer is increased adjacent to the higher-functioning area of habitait or
more sensitive portion of the wetland and decreased adjacent to the lower-

functioning or less sensitive portion

—  The total area of the bhff__'er after averaging is equal to the area required -
without averaging :

~ The buffer at its narrowest point is never Jess than 3/4 of the req_uired width

. Avcraging to allow feason_able use of a parcel may be permitted when all of the
following are met:
— There are no feasible alternatives ti} the site design that could be accomplished
without buffer averaging ‘ ' i
— The averaged buffer will not result in degradation of the wetland’s functions
and values as demonstrated by a report from a quahified wetland professional
(see Appendix 8-G for a definition of a qualified wetland professional)

— The total buffer arca after averaging is equal to the area required without
averaging : '

— The buffer at its narrowest p.o'ii'.lt 18 never less than 3/4 of the required width

8C.2.7 Modifying Buffer Widths in Alternative 3 Using a
Graduated Scale for the Habitat Functions
(Alternative 3A) '

Alternative 3 contains recommendations for protecting the habitat functions of wetlands
using only three groupings of scores (0-19, 20-28, 29-36). Asa result, a one-point
difference between 28 and 2'9‘canre's:ult in a 150-foot increase ini the width of 2 buffer

-around a wetland. The habitat scores were-divided into three grbu_ps to simiplify the -
regulations based on this guidance. This division is‘not based on a characterization of
risks since the scientific information indicates that the decrease in risk with increasing
widths of buffers is relatively continuous for habitat functions.

Such a large increase in width with a one-point increase in the habitat score may be
contentious. A jurisdiction may wish to reduce the increments in the widths for buiffers
by developing a more graduated (but inherently more complicated) scale based on the -
scores for habitat. Table 8C-9 provides one example of a graduated scale for widths of
buffers where the width increases by 20 feet for every one point increase in the habitat
score (Figare 8C-1 shows the buffer widths graphically).
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Table 8C-9, Comparison of widths for buffers in Alternatives 3 (step-wise scale) L D)
and 3A (graduated scale) for proposed land uses with high impacts based on the
score for habitat functions in western Washington

- Pointsor: |10 207 [
Habltatffr m.
Wetland Rat:ng
. Form
A]temat:vc3 .

- Alternative 3A {100 | 100{ 100 | 120 ] 140| 160 | 180 { 200 | 220 240 { 260 | 280 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 |

~m— Alternative 3A {(graduated scale} - —k— Alternative 3 (step-wise scale)

BufferWidth (feet)

19200 21 22 23724 o5 56 27 28 29" 730 31732733 ~-34.-"';355-}*136?'"-

: Score for hab:tat functlons from western Washmgton ratmg system

Figure 8C-1. Gfﬁphical comparisen of widths for buffers in Alternative 3 and 3A for
proposed land uses with high 1mpacts based on the score for habxtat functions in western

Washington.
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Other scales are possible as long as they keep within the limits established from the
scientific information currently available: wetlands with scores for habitat that are higher
than 31 points need buffers that are at least 300-feet wide; wetlands with a score of 26
points need buffers of at least 150 feet; and wetlands with a score of 22 points need
buffers that are at least 100-feet wide.

These buffer widths can be further reduced by 25 percent if a proposed project with high
impacts implements the mitigation measures such as those described in Table 8C-8. The -
measures are part of “Condition 1” in Section 8C.2.4 (Special Conditions for a Possible
Reduction in Buffer Widths). The buffer widths under Buffer Alteratives 3 and 3A, and
the corresponding 25 percent reduction (per buffer reduction condition 1} are shown in
Table 8C-10 and represented graphically below in Figure 8C-2. '

Table 8C-10. Comparison of widths for buffers in Alternatives 3 ‘(stt_:_p_-wisé scale) :
and 3A (graduated scale) for proposed land uses with high impacts based on the o - S
. score for habitat functions in western Washington if the impacts are mitigated.

: A“ﬁ(m?:;“‘.-'-’* 75 [110 1110°]310 {110 [110 l110 110 110 [110 |225 |225 25 l2zs- 225 {225 1225 [225
~ (wi _ : . : : s '

mitigation of

mpacts) - . o : S ‘ - .
_ Altermative 3A |75 75 {75 {90 1105 {120 135 {150 {165 [180 '|195.1210° 225 [225 1225 225 l225 loos
(with - : : ‘

mitigation of

impacts)
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- —E—Allemative 3A (graduated scale)
—k— Aliermative 3 (step-wise scale)
" —Er- Altemative 3-A with mitigation for impacts
- & Altemative 3 with mitigation for impacts

Buffer Width (feet)

19 20 A2 2B 24 25 27 28 29 30 3 32 .38 0} 3B %

B .chrg:fofhabitat functions from western Washington. rating ‘system -

Figure 8C-2. Graphical coinpariSoh of widths for'bufférs in Alternatives 3 and 3A based on .

the score for habitat functions in western Washington w1th and without mmgatmg lmpacts o

_of proposed development outsuie the buifer.
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