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Introduction 
The Department of Ecology (Ecology) Findings and Conclusions (presented herein as Attachment A) 
provides the factual basis for our decision on the City of Issaquah (City) Shoreline Master Program 
(SMP) locally initiated amendment. This document is divided into three sections: Findings of Fact, 
which provides findings related to the City’s proposed amendment, amendment history, and the 
review process; Conclusions of Law; and Ecology’s Decision and Effective Date of the amendment.  

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Brief Description of Proposed Amendment 
The City submitted a locally initiated amendment of their SMP to Ecology for review and approval 
pursuant to RCW 90.58.090 and WAC 173-26-120. The City opted to use the standard review process 
set forth in WAC 173-26-100 for this amendment.  

This is a locally initiated amendment intended to incorporate an updated Critical Areas Ordinance 
(Chapter 18.802 Issaquah Municipal Code [IMC]) and other updates to IMC Title 18 (Land Use Code) 
with additional changes including: removal of the common line setback exception, replacement of a 
shoreline buffer reduction incentive with a requirement to remove a bulkhead as part of new or 
redevelopment, creation of lighting dock standards for new docks, and alignment of buffer 
regulations with the updated critical areas regulations.  

Need for amendment  
The City’s comprehensive update to their SMP went into effect in 2013, and the periodic review of 
the SMP was completed in October 2021.  

Issaquah’s SMP is a standalone document containing goals, policies, regulations, and the official 
shoreline map. The SMP regulates shoreline uses and development along Lake Sammamish, Issaquah 
Creek, and the East Fork Issaquah Creek. The Official Shoreline Designation Map is shown in Figure 1 
and 2 of the SMP. Relevant portions of the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) are established in the 
SMP, at Chapter 1.5, through an incorporation by reference of the CAO provisions and included as 
courtesy copy in Appendix A.  

The current City-proposed amendments, as described in Ordinance No. 3021, will incorporate the 
newest version of the City’s CAO into the SMP, update references to Title 18 IMC, and address 
outstanding issues identified by the City Council during the 2019 SMP periodic review process, 
including removing a shoreline buffer reduction incentive and common line setback exception, adding  
a requirement to remove bulkheads as part of new/redevelopment, creating new dock lighting 
standards, and increasing the stream buffer/setback from 100 feet to 150 feet.  
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SMP provisions to be changed by the amendment as proposed 
In addition to minor, non-substantive changes such as document organization and numbering, 
general edits to correct/update syntax, and formatting/citation corrections, the specific SMP sections 
proposed for amendment are summarized below:1 

Chapter 1 – Purpose and Intent 
1.3 Governing Principles removed reference to RCW 34.05.328, Significant Legislative Rules  
1.5 Relationship to Other Plans and Regulations deleted reference to specific dated CAO and updated 
list of CAO exceptions included and excluded from the SMP. 

Chapter 2 –Definitions 
Revised the definitions for appurtenance, critical areas, guidelines, lot, ordinary high water mark, 
sign, water-dependent use, and water quality. Removed the definition of the term provision. 

Chapter 4 –Shoreline Jurisdiction & Shoreline Environment Designations 
4.5 Use and Standards Tables, Table 2 revised Table 2- to increase shoreline buffer/setback from 100’ 
to 150’ for Shoreline Commercial/Mixed Use, High Intensity Transportation, Issaquah Creek Shoreline 
Residential, Lake Sammamish Urban Conservancy, Issaquah Creek Urban Conservancy, and Natural 
Shoreline Environment Designations (SED).  

Chapter 5 –General Shoreline Policies & Regulations 
Public Access Regulations deleted reference to RCW 36.87.130 
5.6.2 Critical Areas remove reference to buffer reductions and deleted provisions that give mitigation 
credit to any beneficial restoration action that occurs within five years of the proposed development. 
5.8.1 and 5.8.2 Flood Hazard Reduction Policies and Regulations added reference to Chapter 16.36 
IMC and deleted reference to specific ordinance. 
5.14.2 Signs Regulations deleted reference to IMC 18.19 Old Town Design Standards  
5.16.2 Fill and Excavation Regulations updated Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Washington to the 2019 edition and updated Stormwater Design Manual Addendum to 2022.  

Chapter 6 –Lake Sammamish Shoreline Policies & Regulations 
6.1.3 Shoreline Buffers and Setbacks deleted shoreline buffer reduction incentive and common line 
setback exception and added a requirement to remove a bulkhead as part of new/redevelopment 
6.1.5 Moorage Regulations created dock lighting standards for new docks.  

Chapter 7 –Issaquah Creek & East Fork Issaquah Creek Shoreline Policies & Regulations 
Increased shoreline buffer from 100’ to 150’ to reflect changes in Table 2 

Appendix A –Critical Area Regulations (IMC 18.802) 
Updated appendix to contain courtesy copy of incorporated critical areas regulations 

Appendix B –Special Flood Hazard Regulations (IMC 16.36) 
Updated section to reflect recent code changes 

 
1 All references are to section numbering in the revised locally adopted SMP as submitted for Ecology review. 
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Amendment history, local review and amendment process 
The record indicates that proposed SMP amendments originated from a local planning process that 
began in early 2021 with analysis and review of the land use code codified in IMC Title 18. The 
process engaged the public through discussions with three stakeholder groups and eight public open-
house events.  

The City identified a need to revise and update the SMP to incorporate the newest version of the 
CAO, update references to Title 18 IMC, and address topics that were previously brought up by the 
City Council during the 2019 SMP periodic review. Those topics included creating dock lighting 
standards for new and replaced docks, eliminating buffer exceptions for new/redevelopment along 
Lake Sammamish, increasing stream buffers to better align with the Washington State Department of 
Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW), PHS Riparian Ecosystems, Volume 2: Management Recommendations, 
and creating standards for residential new/redevelopment to remove structural armoring. Council 
also requested changes to the buffer and common line setback standards along Lake Sammamish. 
The City hired a consultant to help with the code review, lakefront parcel impact analysis, and the 
development of new dock standards. Working with their consultant, the City updated the CAO to 
include the latest Ecology guidance for wetlands, stream buffer increases based on riparian 
guidelines, new standards for development and redevelopment to remove structural armoring, and 
corrections to minor grammar errors and citations.  

The City provided many opportunities for comment on the proposed SMP amendment, with 
comments received and responded to in early 2022 and again in early 2023. The City consulted with 
Ecology and solicited comments throughout the review process, beginning in January 2023. Although 
the record indicates the City intended to use the joint review process in WAC 173-26-104, due to a 
misunderstanding the City followed the standard review process in WAC 173-26-100. The City held a 
local comment period on the proposed amendment from January 6, 2023, through February 6, 2023. 
The record indicates the City completed a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist and issued 
a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) for the proposed amendment on January 6, 2023. A 
hearing before the City’s Planning Policy Commission was held on January 19, 2023. Notice of the 
hearing and of the DNS was published in the Seattle Times on January 6, 2023.  

With passage of Ordinance No. 3021 on May 1, 2023, the City authorized staff to forward the 
proposed amendments to Ecology for formal review.   

Amendment history, Ecology review and decision process 
The proposed SMP amendment was received by Ecology for state review on May 22, 2023, with 
additional materials submitted June 2, 2023. Ecology verified the submittal as complete on August 28, 
2023. This began Ecology’s formal review. 

State Comment Period 
In compliance with the requirements of WAC 173-26-120, the state comment period began on 
September 18, 2023, and continued through October 9, 2023. Due to the lack of complexity and 
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controversy involved in this amendment, Ecology utilized an expedited 21-day state comment period 
as allowed per WAC 173-26-120(2)(a).  

Ecology distributed notice of the state comment period via email to state interested parties on 
September 11, 2023, including separate notice and invitation to consult Government-to-Government 
to the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, Stillaguamish 
Tribe of Indians, Suquamish Tribe, and Tulalip Tribes.  

Notice of the comment period, including a description of the proposed amendments and the 
authority under which the action is proposed along with the manner in which interested persons may 
obtain copies and present their views, was provided on Ecology’s website2 and as part of the written 
notice.  

Summary and consideration of comments 
One comment letter, from the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW), was 
received during the state comment period. The comment letter focused on SMP goals related to 
protection of riparian habitat, use allowances, development standards in SEDs, and limiting 
development in Channel Migration Zones (CMZs). In addition to the summary of WDFW SMP 
comments provided below, they also provided comments specific to the City’s critical areas ordinance 
(CAO). WDFW made the following comments on the SMP: 

1. New development in the shoreline area should be discouraged to avoid impacts to critical 
area functions. New development in riparian areas may result in a net loss of shoreline 
ecological function. If development or redevelopment occur, riparian restoration should be 
mandatory as a mitigation requirement.  

2. The SMP, and in particular the Shoreline Modification section (Table 1), should prohibit the 
construction of new development that requires hard armoring. 

3. Ensure the Riparian Management Zone (RMZ) has a minimum width of 100 ft on all streams.  

4. Require maximum impervious surface amounts for each SED to avoid impacts to shoreline 
ecological functions.  

5. Refer to the shoreline buffer as the RMZ.  

6. Add a 15 ft setback to Table 2 and distinguish between setbacks and shoreline buffers.  

7. Use Site Potential Tree Height (SPTH) to establish shoreline buffer widths. The 35-foot buffer 
for Lake Sammamish is of particular concern, especially for pollutant removal.  

8. Re-word 5.8.1 Flood Hazard Reduction policy to discourage development in CMZs. 

In accordance with WAC 173-26-120(2)(e), Ecology summarized comments and sent them to the City 
for response. The City responded with a letter dated October 20, 2023, which included substantive 
responses to each of the comments. The letter noted WDFW also provided comments on the City’s 

 
2 https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Shoreline-coastal-management/Shoreline-coastal-planning/State-approved-
Shoreline-Master-Programs/Issaquah 

https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Shoreline-coastal-management/Shoreline-coastal-planning/State-approved-Shoreline-Master-Programs/Issaquah
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CAO which is incorporated by reference into the SMP, that WDFW was invited to comment on the 
CAO during the public comment period for the CAO update, and that any additional changes to the 
CAO would have to go through a separate amendment process with approval by City Council outside 
of this SMP amendment.  

The City’s responses and Ecology’s considerations are summarized in bullets 1-8 below, to match the 
itemized comments above. 

1. The City responded that the SMP restricts new development outside of the shoreline buffer 
and setback, unless explicitly allowed by the SMP. The City adopted Flood Hazard Regulations 
which further limits development and is undergoing a CMZ study with King County for its two 
shoreline streams. The results of the study will be considered in the City’s 2027 Periodic 
Review. Ecology further finds that development/redevelopment within shoreline jurisdiction 
is subject to current shoreline buffers which were established during the SMP Comprehensive 
Update process consistent with WAC 173-26-211 and 173-26-186. In addition, Ecology 
reviewed the mitigation sequence for consistency with SMP Guidelines and proposes adding a 
missing step, “Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations,” WAC 173-26-201 (2)(e). See Attachment B, Req- 2 and Req-4. 

2. The City responded that the SMP has a policy prohibiting shoreline armoring for new 
development found in 5.12.1 (5) Shoreline Stabilization Policies. Additionally, this amendment 
creates requirements for redevelopment to remove structural armoring (see 6.1.3 Shoreline 
Buffers and Setbacks). Ecology further finds that 7.1.3 Shoreline Modification Regulations 
states that bioengineered shoreline stabilization is the preferred method for stabilizing 
shorelines, and it is only permitted if there is conclusive evidence documented by a 
geotechnical analysis and reaffirmed by a peer review that a primary structure is in danger. In 
addition to evaluating the need for structural shoreline stabilization, an applicant must 
describe alternatives to structural approaches. No changes are necessary for consistency with 
the SMA or its implementing rules. 

3. The City noted that incorporating guidance for RMZ’s was beyond the scope of this 
amendment and will be considered during the 2027 Periodic Review. Ecology finds that the 
City did consider riparian guidance and made associated amendments to their CAO. The 
updated CAO is incorporated by reference into the SMP. The City incorporated the riparian 
guidance by applying the SPTH framework for establishing RMZ widths to non-shoreline water 
bodies. In a memorandum written to support the CAO update, the City’s consultant used 
WDFW’s online SPTH mapping tool to apply ranges for the dominant forest type throughout 
the City, finding that Douglas Fir and Red Alder were the predominant species. Based on this 
analysis, the consultant recommended updating the stream typing system and increasing Fish 
bearing stream (Type F3) buffers from 100’ to 150’. In application of this memo to the SMP, 

 
3 Water typing based on Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) classification system of streams and 
other water bodies. Type F= Fish bearing streams and waterbodies that are known to be used by fish or meet the physical 
criteria to be potentially used by fish. 
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the City also revised buffers for streams classified as shorelines of the state (Type S4) waters, 
with the result that all shoreline buffers in the SMP are at least 150’ wide. Remaining stream 
buffers that are less than the recommended 100’ wide are for Non-Fish bearing stream (Type 
Np5) and Non-Fish Seasonal (Type Ns6) streams (75’ and 50’, respectively). Under this revised 
system, the consultant’s analysis found that more streams in the City would be assigned larger 
buffers, and the majority of buffer function (75-80%) would be provided by even those buffers 
smaller than 100’ wide.  

4. The City responded that maximum impervious surface amounts were provided by the 
underlying zoning regulations, and if there isn’t an underlying zone then it is not applicable. 
Ecology further finds that the SMP includes requirements to minimize impervious surfaces in 
6.1.3 (a) Shoreline Buffers and Setbacks, New Residential Development and Redevelopment, 
6.1.3 (g) Shoreline Buffers and Setbacks, Expansion and Modification of existing Residential 
Development, 7.1.2 (5) Use Regulations, New Commercial and Industrial Development, and 
7.3.2 (4) Use Regulations. For SEDs with maximum impervious surface coverage amounts 
listed in Table 2, a footnote states that no impervious surfaces may be constructed within 
stream and wetland buffer areas.  

5. The City responded that referring to the buffer as the RMZ was beyond the scope of this 
amendment, and that riparian guidance is being evaluated and will be considered again during 
the City’s 2027 Periodic Review. Ecology finds that the City did consider riparian guidance by 
applying the SPTH framework for establishing RMZ widths. Additionally, in a September 16, 
2022, memo entitled Stream Buffer Width BAS Summary and Regulatory Considerations, 
written by the City’s consultant to support the City’s CAO update, the consultant stated that 
clarification needed to be made between the terms “stream buffers” and “riparian 
management zones” and added that RMZ differs from the use of “buffers” because an RMZ is 
by definition wide enough to potentially provide full riparian function. However, the City 
choose not to revise the term “buffer” in the SMP or the CAO at this time. Ecology further 
notes that the WDFW riparian guidance discusses the RMZ as an area where uses and 
development are managed consistent with existing conditions. The City’s SMP has been 
developed to accomplish this using a framework of SEDs and associated regulations built from 
the Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report’s inventory of uses and existing 
functions. 

6. The City noted the 15’ setback distance from the buffer is clearly stated in Table 2. Ecology 
concurs that the buffer is distinguished from the setback and shoreline buffer and setback are 
both defined in Definitions 2.2. No additional modifications are necessary. 

7. The City responded that applying SPTH is beyond the scope of this amendment, but it will be 
evaluated and considered during the 2027 Periodic Review.  Ecology finds that the City did 

 
4 Type S= Streams and waterbodies designated “shorelines of the state” as defined in chapter 90.58.030 RCW. 
5 Type Np = Non-Fish bearing streams that have flow year-round and may have spatially intermittent dry reaches 
downstream of perennial flow. 
6 Type Ns= Non-Fish bearing seasonal streams that do not have surface flow during at least some portion of the year, and 
do not meet the physical criteria of a Type F stream. 
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consider riparian guidance and included it in their CAO which is incorporated in the amended 
SMP by reference. The City incorporated this guidance by applying the SPTH framework for 
establishing RMZ widths and then evaluating and adjusting SMP buffer requirements to be 
consistent with the riparian guidance recommendations. Specifically, the City used WDFW’s 
online mapping tool to determine a range of values for SPTH, which indicated that riparian 
buffer widths should be increased on Type F stream buffers from 100’ to 150’. Buffer widths 
for Type Np were also analyzed but not altered, and buffer widths for Type Ns were increased 
from 25’ to 50’. The City did not apply WDFW’s riparian guidance to Type S streams.  For 
shoreline waterbodies, the City relied on a Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report 
and used it to establish SEDs and shoreline buffers consistent with WAC 173-26-211 and WAC 
173-26-186. Consistent with the SMP Guidelines, these buffers are reflective of existing 
environmental and built conditions and are intended to ensure no net loss of shoreline 
ecological functions. 

8. The City responded that it does not have mapped CMZs for shoreline streams and is working 
with King County to study the CMZ of its two shoreline streams. The City prohibits 
development in FEMA mapped floodways and notes that all shoreline development must 
adhere to it flood hazard reduction policies. Ecology further finds that SMP Section 5.8.1 and 
5.8.2 Flood Hazard Reduction Section Policies and Regulations establish flood hazard 
reduction provisions consistent with WAC 173-26-221. No additional modifications to the SMP 
are necessary for consistency with the SMA or its implementing rules.   

The City did not propose any revisions to the SMP in response to WDFW comments but have 
incorporated consideration of WDFW’s riparian guidance into their updated CAO, which will be 
incorporated by reference into the SMP as a result of this amendment. After considering the 
comments received and the City’s responses, Ecology identified required changes, discussed further 
in the section below entitled Summary of issues identified by Ecology as relevant to our decision. At 
the conclusion of our formal review, Ecology’s Director must decide to approve the program as 
submitted, approve it with required changes and/or recommended changes, or deny approval. 

Consistency Review 
Consistency with Shoreline Management Act (Chapter 90.58 RCW) 
The proposed amendment has been reviewed for consistency with the policy of RCW 90.58.020 and 
the approval criteria of RCW 90.58.090(3), (4) and (5). The City has also provided evidence of its 
compliance with SMA procedural requirements for amending their SMP contained in RCW 
90.58.090(1) and (2). 

Consistency with applicable guidelines (Chapter 173-26 WAC, Part III) 
The proposed amendment has been reviewed for compliance with the requirements of the applicable 
Shoreline Master Program Guidelines (WAC 173-26-171 through 251 and 173-26-020 definitions).  
This included review of a SMP Checklist, which was completed by the City.  

Consistency with shoreline permit administration provisions (Chapter 173-27 WAC) 
The proposed amendment has been reviewed for consistency with the requirements of WAC 173-27. 
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Consistency with SEPA Requirements 
The City submitted evidence of SEPA compliance in the form of a SEPA checklist and issued a 
determination of non-significance (DNS) January 6, 2023, for the proposed SMP amendments. 
Ecology did not comment on the DNS. 

Other Studies or Analyses supporting the SMP amendment  
Ecology also reviewed documents prepared by or for the City in support of the SMP amendments. 
These documents included public meeting materials and a Stream Buffer Width BAS Summary and 
Regulatory Considerations memo developed by the City’s consultant for their CAO update.  

Summary of Issues Identified by Ecology as Relevant to Our Decision 
Ecology considered the record and has identified the following four (4) required changes needed for 
consistency with the SMA and implementing rules. 

Incorporation of Critical Areas Regulations 
Ecology has identified one required change related to the incorporation of critical areas regulations 
into the SMP by reference. As proposed, the SMP would adopt the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) by 
reference to the chapter of the Issaquah Municipal Code in which it is codified. Per WAC 173-26-
191(2)(b), including other documents or regulations by reference requires identification of a specific, 
dated edition. The City amended their CAO in May 2023; the required change adds a reference to the 
specific date and ordinance number of this version. 

Finding. Ecology finds that inclusion of the updated ordinance number and date is necessary for 
consistency with WAC 173-26-191 (2)(b) (see Attachment B, REQ-1). 

Mitigation sequencing 
The proposed mitigation sequence omits step 4 of 6 steps in the mitigation sequence defined in the 
SMP Guidelines. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations is an important step in the mitigation sequence of the SMP, and if omitted could result in 
adverse impacts to ecological functions. Ecology’s change revises the proposed SMP’s language to 
ensure mitigation sequencing follows the steps listed in order of priority. 

Finding. This change is required for consistency with WAC 173-26-201 (2)(c) and (e) for consistency 
with the SMP and Guidelines requirements for mitigation sequencing (see Attachment B, REQ-2 and 
REQ-4). 

Consistency with Ecology’s Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 
The SMP Guidelines direct local governments to consult “the most current, accurate, and complete 
scientific and technical information available” to inform SMP policies and regulations, with specific 
reference to Ecology’s technical assistance materials (WAC 173-26-201(2)(a)). Ecology updated its 
rating system for wetlands in 2014, with a revision in 2023. Ecology finds that the SMP needs to 
update references to this newest version. Without this change, implementation of the City’s SMP 
may lead to loss of wetland functions and values, and ultimately to shoreline ecological functions. 
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Finding. Ecology finds that a change is required for consistency of the SMP’s critical areas regulations 
with WAC 173-26-201(2)(a) and WAC 173-26-201(2)(c) (see Attachment B, REQ-3).  

Shoreline buffer increases 
In a September 16, 2022, memo entitled Stream Buffer Width BAS Summary and Regulatory 
Considerations, written by the City’s consultant to support the City’s CAO update, the consultant 
recommended applying WDFW guidance to use SPTH to determine buffer widths for Type F streams. 
The recommendations in the memo included increasing buffers on Type F streams from 100 feet to 
150 feet. The City then applied this recommendation to buffers on Type S streams (shoreline buffers) 
for most SEDs in the SMP as part of this amendment. In making this change, the City did not provide 
documentation of any evaluation of the effects of the change on affected properties, nor did they 
indicate whether the change is consistent with the findings of the Shoreline Inventory and 
Characterization Report. 

To consider the effects of the change within shoreline jurisdiction, Ecology reviewed aerial imagery of 
parcels along Type S streams within those SEDs proposed for increased buffers. We found that most 
parcels were already developed with structures well inside of the existing 100-foot buffer and would 
therefore be considered “existing nonconforming” to the updated shoreline buffer requirements. The 
proposed increase in buffer width would not retroactively affect these existing developments, 
therefore not significantly changing how these parcels are regulated under the SMP, until sometime 
in the future, when/if expansion to the existing structures or redevelopment were proposed. 
Development on the few vacant parcels observed would likely require a variance under the existing 
SMP buffer requirements; therefore, the proposed amendment would not result in a significant 
change. Since the City’s CAO analysis did not consider SPTH within the context of the SMP, Ecology 
further analyzed affected properties on Type S streams and concluded that the City could apply a 
150’ buffer to Type S streams consistent with the policy of the SMA and its applicable guidelines. 

Finding. Ecology finds that the proposed change to buffer widths for Type S waters is consistent with 
WAC 173-26-221 (5)(b) and (c) which require vegetation conservation standards that protect and 
restore ecological functions provided by vegetation along shorelines; and WAC 173-26-201 (2)(c), 
which requires SMPs assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions and will not result in 
piecemeal or uncoordinated development. No further changes are required. 

Additional recommended changes 
In addition to the issues described above, Ecology identified three (3) recommended changes for 
consideration by the City. These are documented in Attachment B and relate to incorrect numbering, 
internal citations, and removing Special Flood Hazard Regulations from an Appendix of the SMP. 
These changes would improve clarity and implementation of the SMP and are consistent with SMA 
policy (RCW 90.58.020) and the SMP Guidelines (WAC 173-26, Part III).  
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
After review of the complete record submitted, Ecology concludes that the City’s proposed 
amendment, with incorporation of Ecology’s required changes itemized in Attachment B, can be 
considered consistent with the policy and standards of RCW 90.58.020 and RCW 90.58.090 and the 
applicable SMP guidelines (WAC 173-26-171 through -251 and -020, Definitions).  

Ecology concludes that the proposed amendment satisfies the criteria for approval of amendments 
found in WAC 173-26-201(1)(c). This includes the conclusion that conditional approval of the SMP 
amendment will not foster uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s shorelines (WAC 
173-26-201(1)(c)(i)) and will assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions will result from 
implementation of the amended master program (WAC 173-26-201(1)(c)(iv) and WAC 173-26-
186(8)). 

Ecology concludes that the City has complied with the requirements of RCW 90.58.100 regarding the 
SMP amendment process and contents. 

Ecology concludes that the City has complied with the requirements of RCW 90.58.130 and WAC 173-
26-090 and WAC 173-26-100 regarding public and agency involvement in the SMP review and 
amendment process, including conducting public hearings, notice, consultation with parties of 
interest and solicitation of comments from tribes, government agencies and Ecology.  

Ecology concludes that the City has complied with requirements of Chapter 43.21C RCW, the State 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Ecology concludes that the City’s SMP submittal to Ecology was complete pursuant to the 
requirements of WAC 173-26-090, WAC 173-26-100, and WAC 173-26-110.  

Ecology concludes that we have complied with the state’s procedural requirements for review and 
approval of shoreline master program amendments as set forth in RCW 90.58.090, WAC 173-26-100, 
WAC 173-26-110, and WAC 173-26-120. 

DECISION AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
Based on the preceding, Ecology has determined the proposed amendment to the City’s SMP is 
consistent with the policy of the Shoreline Management Act, the applicable Guidelines and 
implementing rules, once required changes set forth in Attachment B are accepted by the City. 
Ecology has also determined that the SMP could benefit from incorporation of the recommended 
changes identified in Attachment B. The City may choose to adopt some or all of the recommended 
changes. Pursuant to RCW 90.58.090(2)(e), the City must notify Ecology of the approval or denial of 
the recommended changes.  

As provided in RCW 90.58.090(2)(e)(ii) the City may choose to submit an alternative to all or part of 
the changes required or recommended by Ecology. If Ecology determines that the alternative 
proposal is consistent with the purpose and intent of Ecology’s original changes and with RCW 90.58, 
then we shall approve the alternative proposal, and that action shall be the final action. 
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Upon written receipt of the City’s acceptance of Ecology’s required changes and decision to include, 
propose alternative language to, or reject Ecology’s recommended changes, Ecology will take final 
action on this SMP amendment. Ecology’s approval of the proposed amendment, with required 
changes or approved alternatives, will be effective 14 days from Ecology’s final action approving the 
amendment. Ecology’s final action will be a letter verifying receipt of written notice that the City has 
agreed to the required and recommended changes identified in Attachment B or approval of 
proposed alternative language. 
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