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Introduction 
The Department of Ecology (Ecology) Findings and Conclusions (presented herein as Attachment A) 
provide the factual basis for our decision on the City of Redmond (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 21.64 of the Redmond Zoning Code [RZC]) and other updates to RZC Chapter 21.68 
(Shoreline Master Program).  

Need for amendment  
The City’s comprehensive update to their SMP went into effect in 2009, and the periodic review of 
the SMP was completed in December 2019.  

The SMP contains policies and regulations adopted into the City’s municipal code as RZC Chapter 
21.68. The SMP regulates shoreline uses and development along the Sammamish River, Lake 
Sammamish, Bear Creek, and Evans Creek. Relevant portions of the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance 
(CAO) are established in the SMP, at RZC Chapter 21.68.030, through an incorporation by reference of 
the CAO provisions. 

In 2024, the City updated its CAO as part of its Comprehensive Plan periodic update required by the 
Growth Management Act (GMA). Ecology wetland staff provided input on the City’s update to its 
wetland regulations. The proposed SMP amendment is needed to incorporate by reference these 
new provisions so that they will apply in shoreline jurisdiction. The current City-proposed 
amendments, as described in Ordinance No. 3186, incorporates the updated CAO into the SMP. 

SMP provisions to be changed by the amendment as proposed 
The specific SMP sections proposed for amendment are summarized below:1 

 
1 All references are to section numbering in the revised locally adopted SMP as submitted for Ecology review. 
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21.68 Shoreline Master Program 
21.68.030 Shoreline Master Program and Relationship to Other Policies and Regulations  

• Updated list of CAO provisions included and excluded from the SMP. Updated reference to 
Comprehensive Plan Natural Element and Comprehensive Plan Parks and Recreation Element 
(A.1.b and c). 

• Updated ordinance number and date to incorporate most recent CAO adopted in 2024 (2.b). 
21.68.060 Shoreline Buffers 

• Increased shoreline buffers for Type S streams (Sammamish River, Bear Creek, and Evans 
Creek) from 150 ft. to 200 ft. (A.1).  

• Added a provision to clarify that a 15-foot building setback from stream buffers is required 
(A.1). 

• Deleted provision that maximum clearing and grading within the outer 50-foot buffer is 35 
percent of the outer buffer area. Deleted provision that if current grading is in excess of 35%, 
no remediation is required (A.1). 

• Revised provision to clarify buffer and setback measurements include waterfront buildings. 
Both shoreline buffers and Lake Sammamish waterfront building setbacks are measured from 
the OHWM (C). 

Related amendments  
The City concurrently adopted the updated CAO on November 19, 2024 as part of the same 
ordinance amending the SMP (Ordinance No. 3186). Changes to the CAO that are incorporated into 
the SMP include: 

Critical Areas Regulations (Chapter 21.64.010) 
• Added a reference to WAC 360-190-120 geologic hazardous areas definition. 
• Revised exemptions section for clarity. 
• Updated stream classification and Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) maps. 
• Revised buffer area provision to clarify that lawns, walkways, driveways, paved areas, etc. are 

not considered wetland or stream buffers. 
• Added a provision clarifying that stream name signs should be installed according to the City’s 

specifications. 
• Revised critical area fencing provision to clarify preference for split rail or similar fencing to 

allow wildlife movement. 
• Added provision to clarify when hazardous trees can be removed. 

 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas provisions (FWHCA - Chapter 21.64.020) 
• Added Riparian Management Zones (RMZs), including salmonid habitat, to FWHCAs. 
• Added RMZs as protected areas similar to buffers for freshwater (rivers, streams, and creeks), 

including Type S waters. 
• Revised buffer and RMZ widths for watercourses based on water type. 
• Deleted stream buffer table. 
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• Added provision clarifying that temporary stream buffer impacts shall be mitigated at a ratio 
of at least 1:1. 

• Added provision for functionally disconnected buffers. 
• Revised provision to clarify stream buffer averaging application and use. 
• Added criteria clarifying when trails can be allowed in the stream buffer. 
• Added section listing mitigation measures in RMZs. 
• Revised Alteration of Riparian Stream Corridors section to include new stream typing and 

address climate change impacts. 
• Updated reference to WDFW, Design of Road Culverts for Fish Passage, as revised, including 

reference to climate change resilience. 
• Revised provision to clarify that stream bank stabilization should protect new or existing 

structures from future channel migration, wind and wave action, and climate change. 
• Added reference to WDFW Water Crossing Design Guidelines, 2013, as revised. 
• Revised section to clarify when a stream can be removed from a culvert or stormwater pipe 

including concurrence with Ecology. 
• Added reference to RZC Appendix 1. Critical Areas Reporting Requirements. 
• Added additional mitigation measures. 

Wetland provisions (Chapter 21.64.030) 
• Revised identification and delineation to clarify wetland delineations should be documented 

on ground verified map. 
• Added definition for wetland buffers. 
• Updated buffer widths to align with wetland guidance.  
• Added habitat corridors to Table 21.64.030, A.3. 
• Revised Table of Measures to Minimize Impacts to Wetlands to include the latest Ecology 

guidance for wetlands. 
• Added provision clarifying that buffer widths in Table 21.64.030, A.3 assume the buffer is 

vegetated with a native plant community. 
• Deleted language regarding buffer averaging used in conjunction with buffer reduction. 
• Added provision to clarify that temporary buffer impacts shall be mitigated at a ratio of at 

least 1:1.  
• Added provision for functionally disconnected buffers. 
• Revised provision to clarify criteria for increased buffer widths for wetlands with critical 

habitat. 
• Revised wetland buffer averaging section for consistency with Ecology’s wetland guidance. 
• Revised mitigation action steps. 
• Updated Table 21.64.030, B., for consistency with Ecology’s wetland guidance. 
• Added section on indirect impacts and added section on temporary impacts, including adding 

a definition for short-term and long-term temporary impacts. 
• Added provision clarifying that an applicant may still need HPA approval and compliance with 

Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401 certifications. 
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Frequently Flooded Areas 21.64.040 
• Revised frequently flooded area classification criteria. 
• Clarified that floodplain insurance rate maps are digital. 
• Added provision that references RZC Chapter 15.04 Flood Control. 
• Add revised provision to clarify that actual as-built elevation of the lowest floor should include 

machinery and equipment servicing structure. 
• Deleted option to participate in City’s Regional Compensatory Floodplain Storage Project. 
• Added a provision to clarify that a garage door slab below BFE must be designed for entry and 

exit of flood waters. 
 

Amendment history and local review process 
During its GMA-mandated Critical Areas Ordinance update in 2024, the City identified a need to 
concurrently amend the SMP to incorporate the newest version of the CAO. The City consulted with 
Ecology and solicited comments throughout the amendment process, beginning in June 2024. The 
record indicates the City completed State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review for the SMP 
amendment together with its review of the GMA periodic update to its Comprehensive Plan and 
development regulations, and issued a Determination of Significance (DS) on October 12, 2020. A 
final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was issued on December 15, 2023. A hearing on the SMP 
amendment, again combined with the GMA periodic update proposal, was held before the Planning 
Commission on April 10, 2024. Notice of the hearing was published in the Seattle Times on March 20, 
2024. The City sent Department of Commerce a 60-Day Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendments on 
August 24, 2023. 

With passage of Ordinance No. 3186 on November 19, 2024, the City authorized staff to forward the 
proposed SMP amendment to Ecology for formal review.   

Final submittal and state comment period 
The proposed SMP amendment was received by Ecology for state review on May 15, 2025, with 
additional materials submitted October 3, 2025. Ecology verified the submittal as complete on 
January 8, 2026. This began Ecology’s formal review. 

In compliance with the requirements of WAC 173-26-120, the state comment period began on 
February 2, 2026, and continued through March 5, 2026. Ecology distributed notice of the state 
comment period via email to state interested parties on January 26, 2026, 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 
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obtain copies and present their views, was provided on Ecology’s website2 and as part of the written 
notice.  

Consideration of comments 
We received one comment from Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Washington 
Geological Survey (WGS). The comment focused on changes being made to the CAO. The commentor 
commended the City for referencing the WGS Geologic Information Portal website and for requiring 
recording to title and mentioning fencing and signs in the critical areas provisions. The commentor 
suggested revising the definition for a qualified professional engineer or geologist. The commentor 
suggested the City add a provision to subsection B (3.e), stating that one of the functions and values 
of geologically hazardous areas is the protection of life and property. Lastly, the commentor 
suggested that the City add a provision referencing other geologic events such as coal mine and 
volcanic hazards to subsection B (3.e) to be included as part of Redmond’s identified and designated 
hazards.  

In accordance with WAC 173-26-120(2)(e), Ecology summarized comments and sent them to the City 
for formal response on March 6, 2026. The City responded on March 13, 2026, with responses to the 
comments provided by Ecology. The comment summary matrix included rationale behind why the 
City determined that no further modifications were required. The City suggested they were outside of 
the scope of this amendment and proposed to re-examine and address comments during the next 
critical areas minor code cleanup.  

Ecology finds that the City considered comments consistent with WAC 173-26-100(3) and concludes 
that no changes to the amendment are necessary in response to comments.  

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 includes review specifically for compliance with the SMP amendment criteria found in WAC 173-
26-201(1)(c).  

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. 

 
2 https://ecology.wa.gov/water-shorelines/shoreline-coastal-management/shoreline-coastal-planning/state-approved-
shoreline-master-programs/redmond 

https://ecology.wa.gov/water-shorelines/shoreline-coastal-management/shoreline-coastal-planning/state-approved-shoreline-master-programs/redmond
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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 significance (DS) October 12, 2020 and a Final EIS on December 15, 2023. Ecology 
did not comment on the DS or EIS. 

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 staff reports and public meeting materials.   

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
After review of the complete record submitted, Ecology concludes that the City’s proposed 
amendment is 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 those SMP segments related 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 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 
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implementing rules. Ecology approval of the proposed amendments is effective 14 days from 
Ecology’s final action letter approving the amendment. 
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