
CITY OF MILLWOOD, WASHINGTON

RESOLUTION #2014-03

APPROV AL OF REQUIRED AND RECOMMENDED CHANGES
TO SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE

WHEREAS, The City of Millwood ("City") is required under Washington's Shoreline
Management Act (Chapter 90.58 RCW) ("SMA") to update its Shoreline Management
Program ("SMP") to comply with Washington State laws, statutes and regulations, and

WHEREAS, the City prepared an update of its SMP and approved the update by passage of
Resolution 2013-01 on March 12,2013, incorporated herein by this reference; and

WHEREAS, in connection with the preparation of an updated of its SMP and pursuant to
chapter 90.58 RCW and chapter 173-26 WAC, the City conducted an extensive process to
allow all persons and entities having an interest in the SMP with a full opportunity for
involvement in development and implementation of the SMP, as set forth in Resolution
2013-01

WHEREAS, subsequent to its passage the City submitted its proposed SMP to the
Washington State Department of Ecology ("Ecology") for its review and approval as
required by state law; and

WHEREAS, based on its review and comments received, Ecology submitted to the City
certain changes to the proposed SMP, both required and recommended, a copy of which is
included hereto in Attachment A; and

WHEREAS, the City has determined that Ecology's proposed required and recommended
changes do not change the proposal beyond the scope which was considered in the SEPA
Determination of Non-significance (DNS) issued on September 4, 2012, and the process
that allowed all persons and entities having an interest in the SMP with a full opportunity
for involvement in development and implementation of the SMP; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that it is in the best interest of the City to approve Ecology's
proposed required and recommended changes to the proposed SMP;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Millwood does resolve:

1. The Council adopts the recitals set forth herein as findings of fact.
2. The required and recommended changes proposed by Ecology, which are included

in Attachment A, are hereby approved.
3. The mayor is authorized to notify Ecology of the City's acceptance within 30 days

of the date of notice as required by Ecology.



PASSED THIS 8th DAY OF APRIL, 2014.

Attest:

~dL&~
Thomas G. Richardson, City Clerk

C-
d~

Kevin Freeman, Mayor .

Attachment: A. Proposed Required and Recommended Changes
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STATEOF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
PO Box 47600 • Olympia, WA 98504-7600 • 360-407-6000

711 ForWashington Relay Service • Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341

March 14,2014

The Honorable Kevin Freeman
City of Millwood
9103 East Frederick Avenue
Millwood, WA 99206

Re: City of Millwood's Comprehensive Shoreline Master Program Update-
Conditional Approval, Resolution Number 2013-01

Dear Mayor Freeman:

I would like to take this opportunity to commend the city of Millwood (City) for its efforts in
developing the proposed comprehensive Shoreline Master Program (SMP) update. It is
obvious that a significant effort was invested in this update. The SMP will provide a
framework to guide development and habitat restoration along the City's shorelines.

As we have already discussed with your staff, the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology) has identified specific changes necessary to make the proposal
approvable. These changes are detailed in Attachment B. Recommended changes are
proposed in Attachment C. The findings and conclusions that support Ecology's decision
are contained in Attachment A.

Pursuant to RCW 90.58.090 (2)(e), at this point, the City may:

• Agree to the proposed changes (required and/or recommended changes), or
• Submit an alternative proposal. Ecology will then review the alternative(s) submitted

for consistency with the purpose and intent of the changes originally developed by'
Ecology and with the Shoreline Management Act.

Final Ecology approval will occur when the City and Ecology agree on language that
meets statutory and Guideline requirements.



The Honorable Kevin Freeman
March 14,2014
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Please provide your written response within 30 days to the Director's Office at the following
address:

WA State Department of Ecology
Attention: Director's Office
PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-6700

Ecology appreciates the dedicated work that the City Council, City staff (Tom Richardson
and Ray Oligher), the Planning Commission, and the community have put into the Shoreline
Master Program update.

We look forward to concluding the SMP update process in the near future. If you have any
questions or would like to discuss the changes identified by Ecology, please contact our
Regional Planner, Jaime Short, at Jaime.Short@ecy.wa.gov/(509) 329-3411.

Sincerely,

~aj). ,n

Maia D. Bellon
Director

Enclosures

By Certified Mail [7012 1010 0003 30282891]

cc: Tom Richardson, City of Millwood
Sara Hunt, Ecology
Jaime Short, Ecology



SMP Submittal accepted May 22,2013, Resolution No. 2013-01
Prepared by Jaime Short on January 28, 2014

',".

ATTACHMENT A: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
FORPROPOSEDCOMPREHENSIVE UPDATE TO THE CITYOF MILLWOOD

SHORELINEMASTER PROGRAM

Brief Description of Proposed Amendment:

The City of Millwood has submitted to Ecology for approval a comprehensive update to their
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) to comply with Shoreline Management Act (SMA) and SMP
Guidelines requirements. The updated master program submittal contains locally tailored shoreline
management policies, regulations, environment designation maps, and administrative provisions.
Additional reports and supporting information and analyses noted below, are included in the
submittal.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Need for amendment:

The proposed amendment is needed to comply with the statutory deadline for a comprehensive
update ofthe City's local Shoreline Master Program pursuant to RCW 90.58.080 and 100. This
amendment is also needed for compliance with the planning and procedural requirements of the
SMP Guidelines contained in WAC 173-26 and 27.

The City of Millwood, along with a number of small towns and cities, adopted Spokane County's
.locally approved Shoreline Master Program 1974; the County's Master Program was subsequently
approved by Ecology in 1975. The City of Millwood's Shoreline Master Program was last amended by
Ordinance #270 in 1996, and has never been comprehensively updated. Aside from' satisfying the .
regulatory requirements, this update is also needed to provide consistency between the updated
SMP and the environmental protection and land use management policies and practices provided by.
the City's Critical Areas Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan.

SMP provisions to be changed by the amendment as proposed:

This comprehensive SMP update is intended to entirely replace the City's existing SMP. As a result,
this SMP will regulate the shoreland areas along.approximately 1.4 miles ofthe south side of the
Spokane River as it flows through Millwood's city limits. The Spokane River is a shoreline of statewide
sign ificance.

Amendment History & Review Process:

The city indicates that the proposed SMP amendments originated from a local planning process that
began on July I, 2011. The record shows that a Community Visioning meeting was held November 8,
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2011, a Shoreline Citizen Advisory Committee was appointed and met 8 times, and community
updates were provided in ten Mayor's newsletters between August 2011 and October 2012. Planning
Commission workshops open to the public were held in July, August, and September 2012, and a
public hearing before the Planning Commission was held on September 24,2012 and continued to
October 15, 2012. A closed-record public hearing was held by the Millwood City Council on December
18, 2012. Affidavits of publication provided by the City indicate notices of the hearings were
published in The Spokesman-Review on September 5 and December 6, 2012.

With passage of Resolution #2013-01, on March 12, 2013, the City authorized staff to forward the
proposed amendments to Ecology for approval. .

The proposed SMP amendments were received by Ecology for state review and verified as complete
on May 22,2013. Notice of the state comment period was distributed to state task force members
via email and letters were sent to interested parties ldentified bytheCityonJune20,2013,in
compliance with the requirements of wAc 173-26-120. The state comment period began on June 27,
2013 and continued through July 29, 2013. The state did not hold a public hearing.

One organization, Futurewise, submitted comments on the proposed amendments, including specific
language to address its concerns. Ecology sent the written comments it received to the City on
August 1, 2013. On September 13, 2013, the City submitted to Ecology its responses to issues raised
during the state comment period. Of the four issues raised by Futurewise, the City has agreed to
revised language to address three of them. The revised text addressing public access requirements
and the identification of future mitigation projects may be found in Attachment C- Recommended
Changes.

The remaining issue raised by Futurewise is a recommendation for the City to either increase the 50
foot Native Conservation Area to a 100 or 150 foot Native Conservation Area (NCA) for major
redevelopments or provide more "effective and predictable mitigation" requirements for activities 50
feet from the Spokane River. Our response is discussed below.

Native Conservation Areas:

Upon review of the record, the City highlights the fact that their locally approved SMP already
requires mitigation for any development occurring in the NCA (MMC 18.16.040). Their SMP also
contains strong vegetation management policies and regulations designed to preserve native
vegetation within the NCA to the greatest extent practicable (MMC 18.16.210). Mitigation
sequencing is addressed in MMC 18.14.020; Regulation (1), where the City cites WAC 173-26-
201(2)(e) as the basis for their sequencing requirements.

In both their Cumulative Impact Analysis and section MMC 18.16.025 of their SMP, the City
contemplated the existing land use patterns, particularly zoning and impervious surface coverage,
along with common activities taking place within the NCA. With the exception ofthree vacant
parcels, the residential shoreline areas within City limits are fully built out and shoreline areas are
heavily impacted by existing residential use, particularly landscaping and bulkheads.
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According to the Properly Functioning Condition Rating Assessment of the Spokane River performed
by the Spokane County Conservation District (SCCD)in 2005 and updated by SCCDin 2011, the river
through Millwood is split into two reaches; one through the industrial area occupied by Inland Empire
Paper with a second reach capturing the residential area immediately downstream. The first reach,
adjacent to the Inland Empire Paper site, has an intact, mature riparian community paralleled by a
historic road approximately 50 feet inland from the OHWM. That ~iparian community will be
preserved through the policies and regulations in MMC 18.16.210. Per the SCCDreport and the City's
Cumulative Impact Analysis, the downstream reach running along the residential section is heavily
impacted by residential landscaping and bulkheads with very little native riparian vegetation
remaining. ,With only three vacant lots, the functional lift in this reach will be achieved through
education and outreach from the City along with strict implementation of mitigation sequencing for
development activities. In addition, regulations in MMC 18.16.210(B)(d) require any replacement
trees planted within the NCA to be native species.

Ecology finds that lmplernentatlon of the protective language in the goals, policies, and use
regulations cited above that apply within the 50 foot Native Conservation Area and the strict
implementation of mitigation sequencing per WAC 173-26-201(2)(e) satisfy the requirements of RCW
90.58 and RCW 173-26. Given the current land use and built environment in the City of Millwood, a
100 or 150 foot buffer would not be effective or appropriate.

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(3L (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 Submittal Checklist, which was completed by the City.

Consistency with SEPA Requirements:

The City submitted evidence of SEPAcompliance in the form of a SEPAchecklist and issued a
Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) for the proposed SMP amendments on September 4,2012.
Notice ofthe SEPAdetermination was published in the SEPARegister on September 4, 2012. Ecology
did not comment on the DNS.

Other Studies or Analyses supporting the SMP update:

Ecology also reviewed the following reports, studies, map portfolios and data prepared for the City in
support ofthe SMP amendment:
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• Public Participation Plan and close-out report.
• Shoreline Cumulative Impact Analysis which includes an evaluation of No Net Lossand a

Shoreline Inventory & Characterization (based on the Spokane County CD report referenced
below) with the Millwood reaches updated and revised in 2011; April 16, 2013.

• Shoreline Restoration Plan; April 16, 2013.
• Spokane County Properly Functioning Condition Stream Inventory, completed by the Spokane

County Conservation District; 2005.
• Chapter 18.08 (2005) of the City of Millwood's Municipal Code, the Critical Areas Ordinance.

These supporting documents include:

Summary of Issues Raised During The Public Review Process:

The City's SMP amendment drafting and public review process was very cordial. There was a high
level of participation from the Shoreline Citizen Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission
went to great lengths, including inviting the public to participate in their open workshop sessions, to
accommodate healthy debate on topics of interest. Public concerns centered on access requirements
on private property, both existing access on the three City-owned rights-of-way and new access as a
result of future development.

The City-owned rights-of-way consist of two narrow street ends and one very narrow alley end.
Adjacent property owners were concerned that encouraging public access in these areas would be
disruptive to the community since there are not any other public amenities - such as restrooms or
parking areas - nearby. The shorelines are also relatively steep, so additional use could lead to
erosion and damage to the existing vegetation. The City responded to those concerns by including
language in Section 18.14.200 of the SMP which specifies that public access improvements would be
installed in such a way that ecological functions are protected. New public access opportunities or
improvements to the City-owned areas are to be "designed to provide for public safety and to
minimize potential impacts to private property and individual privacy" (MMC 18.14.200(B)(7)). There
were additional concerns raised about public access requirements for new development being
proportional to the project size and anticipated demand.

Ecology finds that the City's public access requirements protect private property rights and by relying
heavily on language from WAC 173-26-221{4}, strike the appropriate balance between development
size and access requirements (MMC 18.14.200).

Summary of Issues Identified by Ecology as Relevant To Its Decision:

Upon review of the City's locally adopted SMP, Ecology noted that the relationship between the City's
Critical Areas Ordinance (MMC 18.08) and protection for critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction
under the SMP was somewhat vague. In order to clarify the relationship between the two and in
consultation with City staff, revised language for Section 18.14.100 has been developed and can be
found in Attachment B - Required Changes. The City has also agreed to include their current Critical
Areas Ordinance as Appendix A to the SMP, thus dispelling any confusion over which regulations will
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be used to achieve no net loss for critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction. The inclusion of the CAO
is also captured in Attachment B - Required Changes.

The second issue that arose in regards to jurisdiction was a misunderstanding as to which SMP -the
City of Millwood's or Spokane County's - would regulate activities waterward of the Ordinary High
Water Mark (OHWM). While the City's mapped boundary ends at the water line, RCW 35.21.160
automatically extends Millwood's regulatory authority to the midpoint of the Spokane River as
parallels the City limits. The RCW specifically states:

"The powers and jurisdiction of all incorporated cities and towns of the state having their boundaries
or any part thereof adjacent to or fronting on any bay or bays, lake or lakes, sound or sounds, river or
rivers, or other navigable waters are hereby extended into and over such waters and over any
tidelands intervening between any such boundary and any such waters to the middle of such bays,
sounds, lakes, rivers, or other waters in every manner and for every purpose that such powers and
jurisdiction could be exercised if the waters were within the city or town limits. In calculating the area
of any town for the purpose of determining compliance with the limitation on the area of a town
prescribed by RCW 35.21.010, the area over which jurisdiction is conferred by this section shall not be
included. II

As a result of the aforementioned misunderstanding, the City of Millwood was set to rely on the
County's SMP to regulate in-water development and did not craft their own set of comprehensive
regulations for those specific activities. To rectify the situation, Attachment B - Required Changes
contains provisions necessary to guide development occurring waterward of the OHWM and achieve
No Net Loss of ecological function.

The nearest boat launch (located at Upriver Dam) has been closed.to use by new riverfront home
owners as of February 1, 2011,50 most new docks will be sized to accommodate smaller, hand-
launched craft. That fact, coupled with the implementation of the regulations pertaining to new
overwater structures in Attachment B-Required Changes and mitigation sequencing, will minimize the
impact of new overwater structures and maintain the ecological function ofthe shoreline.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

After review by Ecology ofthe complete record submitted and all comments received, Ecology
concludes that the City's proposed comprehensive SMP update, subject to and including Ecology's
required changes (itemized in Attachment BL is consistent with the policy and standards of RCW
90.58.020 and RCW90.58.090 and the applicable SMP guidelines (WAC 173-26-171 through 251 and
.020 definitions). This includes a conclusion that approval of the proposed SMP, subject to required
changes, contains sufficient policies and regulations to assure that no net loss of shoreline ecological
functions will result from implementation of the new updated master program (WAC 173-26-
201(2)(c).

Ecology also concludes that a separate set of recommended changes to the submittal (identified
during the review process and itemized in Attachment C)would be consistent with SMA policy and
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the guidelines and would be beneficial to SMP implementation. These changes are not required, but
can, if accepted by the City, be included in Ecology's approved SMP amendments.

Ecology concludes that those SMP segments relatingto shorelines of statewide significance 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 RCW90.58.100 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 regarding public and agency involvement in the SMP update and amendment process.

Ecology concludes that the City has complied with the purpose and intent of the local amendment
process requirements contained in WAC 173-26-100, including conducting open houses and 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 comprehensive SMP update submittal to Ecology was complete
pursuant to the requirements of WAC 173-26-110 and WAC 173-26-201(3)(a) and (h) requiring a SMP
Submittal Checklist. .

Ecology concludes that it has complied with the procedural requirements for state review and
approval of shoreline master program amendments as set forth in RCW 90.58.090 and WAC 173-26-
120.

Ecology concludes that the City has chosen not to exercise its option pursuant to RCW
90.58.030(2)(d)(ii) to increase shoreline jurisdiction to include buffer areas of critical areas within
shorelines of the state. Therefore, as required by RCW36.70A.480(6), for those designated critical
areas with buffers that extend beyond SMA jurisdiction, the critical area and its associated buffer
shall continue to be regulated by the City's critical areas ordinance. In such cases, the updated SMP
shall also continue to apply to the designated critical area, but not the portion of the buffer area that
lies outside of SMA jurisdiction. All remaining designated critical areas (with buffers NOT extending
beyond SMA jurisdiction) and their buffer areas shall be regulated solely by the SMP.

DECISION AND EFFECTIVE DATE

Based on the preceding, Ecology has determined the proposed amendments comprehensively
updating the SMP are consistent with Shoreline Management Act policy, the applicable guidelines
and implementing rules, once required changes set forth in Attachment B are approved by the City.
Ecology approval of the proposed amendments with required changes is effective 14 days from
Ecology's final action approving the amendment.
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As provided in RCW 90.58.090(2)(e)(ii) the City may choose to submit an alternative to the changes
required by Ecology. If Ecology determines that the alternative proposal is consistent with the
purpose and intent of Ecology's original changes and with RCW90.58, then the department shall
approve the alternative proposal and that action shall be the final. Approval of the updated SMP and
proposed alternative is effective 14 days from Ecology's final action approving the alternative.
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Attachment B:

Ecology Required Changes
The following changes are required to comply with the SMA (RCW 90.58) and the SMP Guidelines (WAC 173-26, Part III):

Clarify the integration of the
Critical Areas Ordinance (MMC
1B.08) and the Shoreline

I I I I ""v~"''''uv''' p'VY'''>'VII''> nil' <>..,p'y. I Master Program.
2

MMC
1B.12.130A

Sensitive Areas

Environ mentally
Sensitive Areas factored into decisions regarding development within the regulated shoreline and associated critical areas.

(12/7/2009)' are hereby integrated as Appendix A of this Shoreline Master Program and will be used, with
the exception of sections 18.0B.030(C)(3)' and .030 (F through I) and 1B.OB.040, to regulate Fish and
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas, and Geologically Hazardous Areas as

MMC
1B.14.100A

3 MMC
1B.14.100A

Environ mentally
Sensitive Areas

MMC 18.14.100(A)(General Regulations) 4-~. If there are any conflicts ... Correct a numbering error.

4 Applicability A. The regulations of this chapter apply to the land area between the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM)
of the southern shoreline of the Spokane River within the City limits and 200 feet landward aswell as
the area waterward of the OHWM to the midpoint of the Spokane River as it parallels the City's

5 MMC 18;16.020 I Shoreline
Environment

112/14

The Shoreline Management Area for the City of Millwood, that area between the OHWM and two hundred
feet landward. is seoarated into three environmental designations. These designations may contain

Clarify the applicability of
Millwood's SMP waterward of
theOHWM.



Designations different development and use standards. Activities taking Qlace waterward of the OHWM will be
managed in accordance with the adjacent uQland environment designation and aQQlicable goals, Qolicies,
and use regulations.

6 MMC 18.16.070 Docks 1. The public's need for docks, excluding docks accessory to single-family residences, is clearly Correction to comply with
demonstrated, and the proposal. .. WAC 173-26-231(3)(b).

7 MMC 18.16.070 Docks 7. A. The width of docks, floats, and lifts shall be the minimum necessary and shall not exceed 4 feet, or 6 Detailed dock regulations are
feet with 2 feet of that width constructed with materials that will allow light Qenetration {suchasgrating}. aRasRall necessary to achieve no net
RSt 13e'...'iaeFtl=taReigRt (8) feet I:lAlessal:ltRsFii!:eae'f state FeS91::1FEeageREies. loss of ecological functions

8 MMC 18.16.070 Docks 7. C. Dock length shall be the minimum necessary to accomQlish moorage for the allowed boating use and waterward of the OHWM.
shall be only so long as to obtain a deQth of 4 feet as measured at ordinarv low water {OLW} at the
landward limit of the moorage sliQ. Interference with navigation and other Qublic uses such as swimming
and fishing shall be minimized.

9 MMC 18.16.070 Docks 7. D. Private docks shall not encroach into the reguired sideyard setbacks for residential develoQment
{both onshore and offshore}; Qrovided that, a-shared moorage may be located adjacent to or uQon a side
QroQertv line of the affected QroQerties uQon filing of an easement agreement or other legal instrument by
the affected QroQerty owners. Joint use of docks shall be encouraged.

10 MMC 18.16.070 Docks 7. E. Construction of a dock serving a Qarcel or Qarcels not fronting on the shoreline is Qrohibited, Qrovided
that this Qrovision is not aQQlicable to Qublicly owned boating faCilities, marinas, and community use docks.

11 MMC 18.16.070 -Docks 7. F. Boathous'es, roofs, and storage structures are Qrohibited on docks. Boathouses, roofs, and storage
structures on docks existing at the time of adoQtion of this SMP shall not be eXQanded.

12 MMC 18.16.070 Docks 7. G. New residential lots created through a legal land division Qrocess shall be limited to the construction
of one community dock serving all lots within the subdivision. New subdivisions shall contain a restriction
on the face of the Qlat Qrohibiting individual docks. A site for shared moorage should be owned in
undivided interest by QroQerty owners within the subdivision. If shared moorage is Qrovided, the aQQlicant
QroQonent shall file at the time of Qlat recordation a legally enforceable joint use agreement or other legal
instrument that, at a minimum, addresses the following;
i. AQQortionment of construction and maintenance eXQenses;
ii. Easements and liability agreements; and

I iii. Use restrictions.
--- ---- -- ---_._---- --
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Attachment c:

Ecology Recommended Changes
The following changes are recommended to clarify elements of the City's updated SMP. The revised language was developed by the City staff in
response to comments received during the public comment period.

B. An individual Mmulti~family development containing four (4) dwelling
units or fewer:

Response to a concern regarding
the public access demands
generated by multi-family
develooment.

2 MMC 18.14.200.B.4.8 I Public Access B. An individual Mmulti-family development containing four (4) dwelling
units or fewer:

Response to a concern regarding
the public access demands
generated by multi-family
develooment.

3 Public AccessMMC 18.14.200.B.2

water-related, and nonwater-dependent uses and for the subdivision of I access.
land into more than four (4) parcels. With respect to future development
on private property, the fundamental principals underlying this chapter's
public provisions is that development on private property should not result
in a net loss of the public's existing rights to physical and visual access to
the shorelines.

2. With respect to private shoreline development and uses, the physical
access requirements of this chapter are not intended to require property
owners to increase the public's physical accessto shorelines beyond the
additional demand generated by any development for water-enjoyment,

Response to a concern regarding
the multitude of ways new
development can create
additional demands for public

Implementation of
the Restoration Plan

Response to a concern regarding
rceived lack of soecific

Shoreline Restoration
Plan Version 2.0

4
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{4/16/13} merely: suggested due to lack of funding, all restoration activities that are mitigation actions arid/or a
undertaken under this Qlanwill be monitored and evaluated both for commitment to identify specific
restoration achieved and for any future restoration needs as l2art of the mitigation projects in a funding
next SMP uQdate, due byJune 2021; and plan.

112/14


