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KITSAP COUNTY SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM PERIODIC REVIEW AMENDMENT 
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Brief Description of Proposed Amendment 
Kitsap County (County) is undergoing a statutorily required periodic review of their Shoreline Master 
Program (SMP) and has submitted an amendment to Department of Ecology (Ecology) for approval. As 
part of this review, the County chose to utilize the joint review process set forth in WAC 173-26-104.  As 
part of this process on May 18, 2021, per WAC 173-26-104(3)(b), Ecology provided the County with an 
initial determination of consistency with the policy of the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) and 
applicable rules. The County’s final adopted ordinance incorporated all of our required and 
recommended changes provided as part of the initial determination. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Need for amendment  
The County’s comprehensive update to their SMP went into effect in December 2014. Now, the 
proposed amendment is needed to comply with the statutory deadline for a periodic review of the 
Kitsap Shoreline Master Program pursuant to RCW 90.58.080(4).  

Kitsap County’s SMP is a standalone document containing goals, policies and regulations. The SMP goals 
and policies are considered a chapter of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. All other portions of the SMP 
are part of the County’s development regulations. The Official Shoreline Environment Designations Map 
is located in Appendix A. Critical area regulations incorporated by reference are currently contain in SMP 
Section 22.400 and listed in SMP Appendix E. The SMP has also been codified into the County’s 
Municipal Code (KCMC) within Title 22 Shoreline Master Program. 

Kitsap’s SMP regulates shoreline uses and development along 216 miles of marine shoreline including on 
Hood Canal and Puget Sound, 21.66 miles of freshwater streams, and 27 lakes.  

SMP provisions to be changed by the amendment as proposed  
The County prepared a checklist and an analysis that documents proposed amendments. The 
amendment brings the SMP into compliance with requirements of the act or state rules that have been 
added or changed since the County completed their SMP comprehensive update, ensures the SMP 
remains consistent with amended comprehensive plans and regulations, and incorporates amendments 
deemed necessary to reflect changed circumstances, new information, or improved data.  

In addition to changes identified on the periodic review checklist, the County made the following 
changes: 

22.100 Introduction 
• Additions to Purpose and Intent to acknowledge tribal treaty rights. 
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22.150 Definitions 
• Definitions for the following words are added: Floating homes, Floodway, RCW, Tram. 
• The following definitions are revised: Development, Existing lots, Pier, Principal building, 

Setback, Shoreline stabilization, Substantial development. 
• Definitions for the follow words are removed: Accessory structure – View blockage, Lot 

coverage. 

22.200 Shoreline Jurisdiction and Environmental Designation 
• Minor housekeeping changes only. 

22.300 General Goals and Policies 
• Minor housekeeping changes only. 

22.400 General Regulations 
• Various revisions to improve clarity and implementation 
• Timeline to apply for permits following damage to a legally existing structure is revised from 6 

months to 12 months. 
• Critical Areas – the existing incorporation of 2007 critical areas ordinance is updated to 

incorporate the 2021 critical areas ordinance. The County underwent a larger update to the CAO 
in 2017 and a minor update to just the wetlands section in 2021.  

• Vegetation conservation buffers – clarification is added to procedures for using the Reduced 
Standard Buffer and for expansion of development in a reduced buffer. Standards for beach 
stairs and trams are added. 

• View Blockage – Several text amendments are proposed in order to add clarity on how view 
blockage setbacks are calculated. Amendments do not substantively change the view blockage 
setback requirements. A new provision for setback lines for additions, remodels, or rebuilds is 
added. Amendments for clarity are proposed for the conditional waiver of the view blockage 
requirement. 

22.500 Permits Provisions, Review, and Enforcement 
• Minor revisions to add clarity to permitting procedures. 

22.600 Shoreline Use and Modification Development Standards 
• Various revisions for clarity and improved implementation. 
• Hybrid shoreline stabilization is added to the use matrix as a conditional use. 

22.700 Special Reports 
• Revision to allow mitigation reports annually instead of semi-annually. 

Appendix E 
• The reference to Title 19 KCC, Critical Areas Ordinance is updated from the February 26, 2007 

version to the current June 28, 2021 version, consistent with the incorporation by reference 
changes made within SMP Section 22.400 as noted above. 

Appendix F 
• A list of shoreline waterbodies is added in Appendix F. 
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Amendment History, Review Process   
The County prepared a public participation program in accordance with WAC 173-26-090(3)(a) to 
inform, involve and encourage participation of interested persons and private entities, tribes, and 
applicable agencies having interests and responsibilities relating to shorelines. On October 28, 2020, the 
Board of County Commissioners reviewed and approved the public participation plan. The County 
maintained a website1 where documents related to the amendment were posted. The County held six 
(6) monthly virtual project updates beginning in December 2020 open for the public to learn about and 
provide input on the amendment. The County held outreach meetings with tribes, citizen advisory 
groups, business groups, and ports.  

The County used Ecology’s periodic review checklist of legislative and rule amendments to review 
amendments to chapter 90.58 RCW and department guidelines that have occurred since the master 
program was last amended, and to determine if local amendments were needed to maintain compliance 
in accordance with WAC 173-26-090(3)(b)(i). The County also reviewed changes to the comprehensive 
plan and development regulations to determine if the shoreline master program policies and regulations 
remain consistent with them in accordance with WAC 173-26-090(3)(b)(ii). The County considered 
whether to incorporate any amendments needed to reflect changed circumstances, new information or 
improved data in accordance with WAC 173-26-090(3)(b)(iii). The County consulted with Ecology and 
solicited comments throughout the review process. 

Commerce notice and SEPA determination 
According to the record, the County provided a 60-day notice of intent to adopt amendment to 
Washington State Department of Commerce on February 5, 2021, in accordance with RCW 36.70A.106 
and WAC 173-26-100(5). 
 
On February 18, 2021, the County issued a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Determination of Non-
significance (DNS) per WAC-197-11-340(2). The SEPA comment and appeal period closed on March 4, 
2021. One (1) SEPA comment letter was received, from the Suquamish Tribe, which also served as the 
Tribe’s comment letter for the SMP draft proposed amendments. 
 
Local State Joint comment period under WAC 173-26-104 
The County and Ecology held a joint local/state comment period on the proposed amendment following 
procedures outlined in WAC 173-26-104. The comment period began on February 2, 2021 and continued 
through March 3, 2021. A virtual joint public hearing before the Planning Commission was held on 
March 2, 2021. 

The County provided notice to local parties, including a statement that the hearings were intended to 
address the periodic review in accordance with WAC 173-26-090(3)(c)(ii). Affidavits of publication 
provided by the County indicate notice of the hearing was published on February 15, 2021 in The Kitsap 
Sun for the comment period and joint public hearing. 

Ecology distributed notice of the joint comment period to state interested parties and affected tribes on 
January 28, 2021. Ecology sent invitations to comment and consult Government to Government, as 

                                                             
1 https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/Pages/SMP_review.aspx 

https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/Pages/SMP_review.aspx
https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/Pages/SMP_review.aspx
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necessary, to local tribal governments including the Suquamish Tribe, the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, 
the Skokomish Tribe, and the Squaxin Tribe. 

The County received sixteen (16) written comments and four (4) speakers provided oral comment during 
the March 2, 2021 joint public hearing on the proposed amendments. Comment letters were submitted 
by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Washington State Parks, the Suquamish 
Tribe, the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe, the Skokomish Tribe, Futurewise, the Kitsap Alliance of Property 
Owners, Ecology wetland staff, and eight (8) members of the public.  

The County compiled these comments and prepared a document entitled Planning Commission Public 
Comment Matrix: Summary and Response dated March 30, 2021. The County made several changes to 
the SMP amendment in response to comments. The County modified Section 22.400.135 on view 
blockages to add clarifications; Section 22.400.120(1)(c) to require beach stair landings comply with 
overwater structure requirements; Section 22.150.570 to clarify what may be considered soft versus 
hybrid shoreline stabilization; 22.600.160(C)(3)(b) to clarify that pile spacing on piers shall be no less 
than 20 feet; and 22.400.120(B)(3) to clarify that certain buffer reduction allowances only apply to Hood 
Canal. The County also modified 22.100.110 (Purpose and Intent) to recognize the Point No Point Treaty 
and the usual and accustomed tribal areas.  

Additional discussion is provided below on a subset of topics raised during the joint review:  
Climate Change 
Several comments brought up the need to plan for climate change and sea level rise. Commenters 
request the County address the risks to the environment, property, and human health and safety by 
adding regulations to prohibit development in areas likely to be inundated by sea level rise by 2100. The 
County’s response notes that they intend to address climate change through a community-wide 
approach rather than through a piecemeal approach. This planning effort will be informed by the 
County’s Climate Resiliency Assessment, which documents and evaluates risk from a variety of climate 
change and sea-level rise impacts based on magnitude, confidence, and timing.2 

Ecology finds the County has considered the comments related to climate change and sea level rise and 
has chosen not to include additional policies and regulations at this time. The County’s response 
indicates staff would be open to further work on these issues should there be direction from the Board 
of County Commissioners. 

Ecology agrees climate change and related effects are important topics. The agency is actively engaged 
at the statewide level in work being done on climate change and sea level rise. The Shoreline 
Management Act (SMA) and the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Guidelines contain no explicit 
requirements for SMPs to address climate change or sea level rise. However, they require local 
jurisdictions to take into account scientific and technical information pertinent to shoreline 
management issues. The Guidelines require local governments use “the most current, accurate and 
complete scientific and technical information available” [WAC 173-26-201(2)(a)]. The Guidelines also 
encourage local governments to consult Ecology’s guidance for applicable new information on emerging 
topics such as sea level rise [WAC 173-26-090(1)].3 

                                                             
2 https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/Pages/Climate_Change_Resiliency_KC.aspx 
3 See SMP Handbook Appendix A https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/parts/1106010part19.pdf   

https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/Pages/Climate_Change_Resiliency_KC.aspx
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Ecology finds addressing these topics within the community, and more specifically in a local SMP, is 
currently left to the discretion of each city and county. Nonetheless, Ecology is seeing increased interest 
in discussing these issues. Some communities have chosen to address these issues through their 
comprehensive plan or through other regulatory codes, such as flood hazard ordinances. In most cases, 
the addition of climate change policies and regulations to a shoreline master program are a result of a 
community-wide effort, considering the entire geography of the place, and not limited to the 
comparatively narrow shoreline jurisdictional area. This comprehensive approach has led to more fully 
integrated responses to these risks within and outside of shoreline jurisdiction in those communities.  

Ecology has reviewed all the comments received during the joint review process along with the County’s 
responses. Ecology finds the County’s responses are consistent with the statutory obligations for 
conducting periodic reviews. Ecology finds the County considered whether to incorporate any 
amendments to reflect changed circumstances, new information, or improved data, as provided or 
raised during the comment period. The County determined, and Ecology agrees, that no additional 
amendments are warranted at this time. 

Riparian Buffers 
Comments recommend the County’s provisions on riparian buffers should be updated consistent with 
the recent information published by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) on 
management recommendations for riparian ecosystems. Comments recommend that riparian buffers be 
determined using the 200-year Site Potential Tree Height (SPTH).  Comments further recommend that 
the buffer be measured from the edge of the channel, channel migration zone or active floodplain, 
whichever is wider, and that new development, except for water-dependent uses, not be allowed in this 
area. 

Ecology finds the County considered these comments and forwarded them on for consideration by the 
Board of County Commissioners. No additional changes were proposed. 

The current riparian buffer provisions of the SMP were adopted during the County’s Comprehensive 
SMP Update after extensive public review and comment, supported by technical reviews and the 
Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report. The SMP requires vegetation conservation buffers that 
range from 50 feet to 200 feet from the OHWM, depending on the shoreline environment designation 
[KMC 22.400.120.B]. Reduced buffers are identified for certain shoreline environment designations and 
may be allowed for certain types of development when mitigation sequencing is followed and no net 
loss of ecological function can be assured [KMC 22.400.120.C]. Streams that contain critical freshwater 
habitat are protected by 200-foot buffers [KMC 22.400.115.C]. 

The critical area regulations, incorporated from the 2021 Critical Areas Ordinance, require that non-
shoreline stream buffers be measured from the edge of the channel migration zone in areas where it 
can be identified [KMC 19.300.315.A.6]. 

Through completion of the Comprehensive SMP update in 2015, the approved SMP was found by 
Ecology to be consistent with the requirements of the SMP Guidelines in ensuring protection of 
shoreline ecological resources and ensuring no net loss of ecological functions while also fostering 
appropriate water-oriented uses and protecting private property rights. For the purpose of utilizing 
published WDFW Riparian Management Recommendations within SMPs, local governments must 
consider all priorities embodied in the SMA. To that end, the County’s SMP includes appropriate use 
allowances and restrictions, stream buffers, vegetation management standards, and the requirement for 
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projects to demonstrate mitigation sequencing. As a package the SMP provides for ecological protection 
and requires appropriate mitigation to achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions, while 
prioritizing water-oriented uses and increasing public access in the public interest.  

Ecology finds that the County’s approach to protecting riparian buffers continues to achieve no net loss 
of shoreline ecological function and remains consistent with the SMA and SMP Guidelines. 

Shoreline Development Concerns 
Comments were received from Tribes regarding development in shoreline jurisdiction and the impacts 
this has to ecosystem processes and to tribal treaty rights. The County added language to the SMP to 
recognize tribal treaty rights in the SMP. One Tribal letter expressed concern about cumulative impacts 
of shoreline development and requested that no more shoreline exemptions or permits be approved in 
shoreline jurisdiction. 

Ecology understands Tribes are concerned about the ongoing health of shorelines of the state. Through 
the completion of the Comprehensive SMP update in 2015, the County conducted an Inventory and 
Characterization that established an ecological baseline, identified policies and regulations for uses and 
developments in shoreline jurisdiction that are based on the most current and accurate scientific and 
technical information, and conducted a cumulative impacts analysis to ensure the SMP’s policies and 
regulations would result in no net loss of shoreline ecological function. Ecology found the SMP to be 
consistent with the requirements of the SMP Guidelines in ensuring protection of shoreline ecological 
resources and ensuring no net loss of ecological functions while also fostering appropriate water-
oriented uses and protecting private property rights. 

At this time, Ecology finds that these comments do not implicate a need for a change to the current 
amendment to ensure consistency with the SMA or the SMP Guidelines. Prohibiting all new uses and 
development would be inconsistent with the SMA, which states that “[i]t is the policy of the state to 
provide for the management of the shorelines of the state by planning for and fostering all reasonable 
and appropriate uses” [RCW 90.58.020] and tasks local governments with administering the regulatory 
program [RCW 90.58.050]. 

Summary 
Ecology has reviewed all the comments received during the joint review process along with the County’s 
responses. Ecology finds that the County considered comments and incorporated additional 
amendments to address issues raised during the comment period. Ecology finds the County’s responses 
are consistent with the statutory obligations for conducting periodic reviews. Ecology appreciates the 
level of interest and effort put forth by all commenters in this SMP periodic review, and appreciates and 
acknowledges that WDFW and the Tribes brought forth a number of legitimate concerns which 
enhanced Ecology’s consistency analysis and resulted in modifications that benefit the SMP.  

Initial Determination of Consistency 
As part of this review, the County chose to utilize the joint review process set forth in WAC 173-26-104.  
After the joint County-State comment period and hearing, and consideration of the comments received, 
the County submitted the proposed amendment to Ecology for initial review.  Ecology is required under 
WAC 173-26-104(3)(b) to provide the County with an initial determination of consistency with the policy 
of the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) and applicable rules. 
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The proposed SMP amendments were received by Ecology on April 9, 2021 for initial state review and 
verified as complete on April 12, 2021. This began our review and initial determination. 

On May 18, 2021, after collaboration with County staff, we provided the County a formal written 
statement documenting our initial determination of consistency. Ecology concluded that portions of the 
proposal were not consistent with applicable laws and rules, and provided a written statement 
describing the specific areas of concern and changes necessary. We identified six (6) required changes. 
The issues were regarding proposed wetland exemptions and wetland buffer reductions, shoreline 
variance procedures related to riparian buffer reductions, and various permitting provisions. Ecology 
also identified ten (10) recommended changes to improve clarity of the proposed amendments. One of 
these recommended changes was in response to comment from the Suquamish Tribe, who identified 
some confusing provisions with the new hybrid shoreline stabilization language. Ecology agreed with the 
Tribe’s recommendation to revise the provisions.  

After review by Ecology of the complete initial record submitted and all comments received, Ecology 
determined that the County’s proposed amendments, subject to and including Ecology’s required 
changes, are 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).  Based upon this 
determination, we advised the County to consider the issues we identified and changes proposed prior 
to local adoption. We concluded that if the issues identified within our required and recommended 
changes were resolved prior to local adoption, we anticipated being able to approve this SMP Periodic 
Review amendment upon formal submittal per WAC 173-26-110. 

Final Local Adoption Process  

The Board of County Commissioners held an additional comment period from May 12 through May 26, 
2021 with an associated public hearing on May 24, 2021. The County received an additional thirteen (13) 
comments, which they compiled into a document entitled Board of County Commissioners Public 
Comment Matrix: Summary and Response. The County made minor additional revisions to the 
amendment in response to additional comments mostly attributed to the Suquamish Tribe. These 
revisions add clarity to determining the reduced riparian buffer and determining view blockage setbacks.  

The County considered the changes identified in Ecology’s initial determination along with staff 
recommendations based on public comment, as reflected in the County’s recommended changes for 
Consideration by the Board of County Commissioners document dated June 2, 2021. The County 
ultimately accepted all our required and recommended changes prior to local adoption.   

Final Submittal  

With passage of Ordinance #598-2021 on June 28, 2021, the County authorized staff to forward the 
proposed amendments to Ecology for formal approval. The County submitted the amendment and 
Ecology verified the submittal as complete on July 6, 2021. 

Periodic Review and SMP Amendment Approval Criteria 
WAC 173-26-090 Periodic review – Public involvement and approval procedures. 
WAC 173-26-090(2) Periodic Review requirements  
The periodic review is distinct from the comprehensive updates required by RCW 90.58.080(2). The 
presumption in the comprehensive update process was that all master programs needed to be revised 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58.080
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to comply with the full suite of Ecology guidelines. By contrast, the periodic review addresses changes in 
requirements of the act and guidelines since the comprehensive update or the last periodic review; 
changes for consistency with revised comprehensive plans and regulations; and changes deemed 
necessary to reflect changed circumstances, new information or improved data. There is no minimum 
requirement to comprehensively revise shoreline inventory and characterization reports or restoration 
plans. 

The purpose and scope of the periodic review as established by the act is to assure that the master 
program complies with applicable law and guidelines in effect at the time of the review and assure 
consistency of the master program with the local government's comprehensive plan and development 
regulations adopted under chapter 36.70A RCW, if applicable, and other local requirements. 

WAC 173-26-090(3) Procedures for conducting periodic reviews. 
The periodic review is a formal public process that starts with scoping and concludes with elected 
officials taking formal action after a public hearing. The procedural requirements establish that the local 
government must: 
• Engage the public, stakeholders, and tribes - Pursuant to RCW 90.58.130, all reasonable efforts 

shall be made to inform, fully involve and encourage participation of all interested persons and 
private entities, tribes, and agencies of the federal, state or local government having interests and 
responsibilities relating to shorelines of the state and the local master program. Local governments 
may follow the public participation procedures under either the standard local process outlined in 
WAC 173-26-100, or the optional joint review process outlined in WAC 173-26-104; 

• Review the SMP for consistency - This review includes filling out the periodic review checklist, 
which provides a single place for local governments to explain and document their periodic review; 

• Revise if determined necessary - If the local government determines an amendment is needed, 
they revise the SMP through the normal local adoption process; 

• Take legislative action at the local decision making body - Ecology rules clarify that local legislative 
action is required to complete this periodic review, even when a local government determines that 
no changes are needed; then  

• Submit to Ecology for final action – If the local government determines amendments are needed, 
the amendment must be submitted to Ecology consistent with WAC 173-26-110. If the local 
government determines amendments are not needed they submit a Finding of Adequacy and other 
items required by WAC 173-26-090(3)(d)(ii) to Ecology. 

 

WAC 173-26-090(3)(e) State process for approving period reviews 
Ecology must issue a formal approval of any SMP periodic review amendment. This approval 
affirmatively concludes the periodic review process, confirms that state review of the local action has 
occurred and establishes a definitive appeal window consistent with RCW 90.58.190. Ecology must 
follow applicable adoption procedures in WAC 173-26-120. 
 
WAC 173-26-201(1) Process to prepare or amend shoreline master programs 
This section establishes the following approval criteria for all SMP amendments: 

 

SUBMIT 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58.130
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-26-100
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-26-104
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-26-110
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58.190
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• All master program amendments are subject to the minimum procedural rule requirements of 
WAC 173-26-010 through 173-26-160, and approval by Ecology as provided in RCW 90.58.090. 

• Master program amendments may be approved by Ecology provided: 
o The proposed amendment will not foster uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the 

state's shorelines; 
o The amendment is consistent with all applicable policies and standards of the act; 
o All requirements for public notice and consultation have been satisfied; and 
o Master program guidelines’ analytical requirements and substantive standards have been 

satisfied, where they reasonably apply to the amendment. All master program amendments 
must demonstrate that the amendment will not result in a net loss of shoreline ecological 
functions. 

The periodic review checklist and SMP submittal worksheet can be used to document the proposed 
amendment meets all the above criteria. 

WAC 173-26-120 State process for approving/amending SMPs 
Ecology must first determine if the SMP amendment submittal was complete pursuant to WAC 173-26-
104 and WAC 173-26-110. Ecology must then: 

• Make written findings and conclusions regarding the consistency of the proposal with the policy 
of RCW 90.58.020 and the applicable guidelines. Ecology shall approve those parts of a master 
program relating to shorelines unless it determines that the submitted parts are not consistent 
with the policy of RCW 90.58.020 and the applicable guidelines. These written findings and 
conclusions must be provided to the local government and made available to all interested 
persons, parties, tribes, groups, and agencies of record on the proposal. 

• Either approve the proposal as submitted, recommend specific changes necessary to make the 
proposal consistent with chapter 90.58 RCW policy and its applicable guidelines, or deny the 
proposal in those instances where no alteration of the proposal appears likely to be consistent 
with the policy of RCW 90.58.020 and the applicable guidelines.  

Consistency Review 
Consistency with 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 County 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 
includes review for compliance with the SMP amendment criteria found in WAC 173-26-201(1)(c) along 
with review of the SMP Periodic Review Checklist completed by the County.  

Consistency with SEPA Requirements 
The County submitted evidence of SEPA compliance in the form of a SEPA checklist and issued a 
Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) for the proposed SMP amendments on February 18, 2021.  

Other Studies or Analyses supporting the SMP amendment 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58.020
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=90.58.020
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Ecology also reviewed supporting documents prepared for the County in support of the SMP 
amendment.  These documents include a public participation plan, a Consistency Analysis Report 
(prepared by the Watershed Company, November 25, 2020), No Net Loss Addendum, (prepared by the 
Watershed Company, March 24, 2021), and a periodic review checklist. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
After review of the complete record submitted and all comments received, Ecology concludes that the 
County proposed amendments are 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 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 those SMP segments relating to shorelines of statewide significance continue to 
provide for the optimum implementation of Shoreline Management Act policy (RCW 90.58.090(5).   

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

Ecology concludes that the County has complied with the requirements of RCW 90.58.130, WAC 173-26-
090 and WAC 173-26-104 regarding public and agency involvement in the SMP review and amendment 
process, including conducting open houses and public hearings, providing notice, consultation with 
parties of interest and solicitation of comments from tribes, government agencies and Ecology.  

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

Ecology concludes that the County SMP submittal to Ecology was complete pursuant to the 
requirements of WAC 173-26-090, WAC 173-26-104, 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 90.58.090WAC 173-26-104, 
WAC 173-26-110, and WAC 173-26-120. 

Ecology concludes that with this action the County has completed the required process for periodic 
review in accordance with RCW 90.58.080(4) and applicable state guidelines (WAC 173-26). 

DECISION AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
Based on the preceding, Ecology has determined the County’s SMP periodic review and proposed 
amendment are consistent with Shoreline Management Act policy, the applicable guidelines and 
implementing rules.   

Ecology approval of the proposed amendment will be effective 14 days from our final action letter 
approving the amendment. 
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