COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Planning Division

129 North Second Street, 2nd Floor Yakima, Washington 98901

Phone (509) 575-6183 + Fax (509) 575-6105

ask.planning@yakimawa.gov « http://www.yakimawa. gov/services/planning/

City of Yakima Planning Commission
STUDY SESSION

City Hall Council Chambers
Wednesday February 27, 2013
3:30 - 5:00 p.m.

YPC Members:

Interim Chair Ben Shoval, Co-Chair Bill Cook, Ron Anderson, Al Rose,
Scott Clark, Dave Fonfara, Paul Stelzer

City Planning Staff:

Steve Osguthorpe, Community Development Director/Planning Manager; Bruce Benson, Supervising
Planner; Jeff Peters and Joseph Calhoun, Associate Planners; Chris Wilson, Assistant Planner; and
Rosalinda Ibarra, Planning Technician

Agenda

L Call to Order
II.  Audience Participation

II.  Distribute Adopted By-Laws as Amended by Council on February 19, 2013
A, Election of Chair & Vice-Chair

IV. Shoreline Master Program Review
A. Task #1: Review & Acceptance of Applied Shoreline Environmental
Designations and Maps
B. Task #2: Review & Modification of the Shoreline Use Matrix Table

V. Other Business

V1. Adjourn to March 13, 2013
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CITY OF YAKIMA
PLANNING COMMISSION

BYLAWS
{Adopted by the City of Yakima Planning Commission on March 9, 2011:
Amended by City Council, February 19, 2013)

SECTION |I: GENERAL RULES AND PROCEDURES

These Bylaws establish the rules and procedures under which the City of
Yakima Planning Commission (YPC or Commission) executes those duties and
functions set forth in Chapter 1.42 of the Yakima Municipal Code.

l. COMPOSITION OF THE COMMISSION, TERMS, OFFICERS, AND STAFF

A.  The City of Yakima Planning Commission shall consist of seven members
appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by the City Council. The term of
office for the initial members appointed to the Commission shall be
designated from one to six years in such a manner as to provide that the
fewest possible terms will expire in any one year. Thereafter the term of
office for each appointive member shall be six years.

B. The members of the Commission shall be selected without respect to
political affiliation.

C.  No person shall serve more than two consecutive six-year terms, provided
that a person who is appointed to fill an unexpired term of less than two
years is eligible to serve two successive six-year terms; and provided
further, a person who is ineligible to serve for having served two

consecutive terms may again serve after two years have elapsed from the
end of the second such term.

D. The Commission will, by majority vote, elect a Chair and Vice Chair at the
first meeting of each year who will serve throughout that year. The Chair:

1. Decides all points of order and procedural matters subject to rules and
bylaws.

2. May appoint committees as necessary to investigate and report on
matters before the Commission.

In cases where the Chair is absent the Vice Chair will serve in their place
and will have the same powers and duties.

E. Commission Staff assistance shall be provided by the Department of
Community and Economic Development with additional assistance and
information to be provided by other City departments and consultants as



may be necessary to aid the Commission in carrying out its duties and
responsibilities under this chapter.

The Commission members shall not receive any salary or other
compensation for services rendered on the Commission, but necessary
expenses actually incurred and within the budget as set by the annual
budget ordinance shall be paid.

Vacancies occurring, other than through the expiration of terms, shall be
filled for the unexpired terms. Members may be removed by the Mayor with
the approval of the City Council for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or
malfeasance in office. Other reasons for removal may include:

1. Absence from three consecutive regular meetings or six regular
meetings in a twelve-month peried which shall be regarded as
constituting resignation from the Commission. This information will be
forwarded to the Mayor and City Council by Staff. Reinstatement may
be sought through a hearing by the Commission. Excused absences
(sickness, death in the family, business trips or emergencies) will not
affect the member's status, except in cases of an extended iliness or
absence the member shall be replaced. When a member is
approaching the maximum number of absences they will be notified
by Staff. Verification of attendance will be based exclusively on the
minutes of each meeting.

2. Participation in a legally demonstrable case involving a conflict of
interest.

No member of the Commission shall represent the Commission in its official
actions except as specifically authorized by majority vote.

Commission members shall refrain from discussing or expressing opinions
on matters on the Commission's agenda outside of Commission meetings
except as authorized in (H) above, or on direction from the Chair.

To avoid any conflicts of interest, no Commission member shall vote on the
determination of any application or determination in which they maintain an
employer/employee relationship or where they or members of their
immediate family have a financial interest.

Commission members shall not vote on any issues before the Commission
unless they have been in attendance at previous deliberations on the
subject or shall have the approval of the Chair contingent on the Chair's
determination that the member has familiarized themselves with the subject
and the minutes of any meetings where the subject was discussed.



* Do the preliminary locations of shoreline environment designations match your expectations of current and
planned land uses?

®  Are there particular uses ar modifications you feel require more review/less review? Does it depend on
location (e.g., river vs. lake)? Where?

® Interms of shoreline uses, what would you like to see more of? What shoreline uses do you like? What's
missing?

® Are there uses or activities you believe should be prohibited in shoreline jurisdiction uplands? Are there uses
or activities that should be prohibited in just the river or lakes?

* There is a balance between flexibility and certainty. For example, a community could propose fewer
use/modification categories and sub-categories and more detailed definitions, which may allow more
flexibility as activities change in nature over time (but still fit into a category). On the other hand, a community
could propose more detailed categories and subcategories of uses/modifications that synchronize more with
the Zoning Code and that provide more certainty and direction about what is allowed. What are your
viewpoints between flexibility and certainty and broad versus detailed uses and modifications?
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Preliminary Use and Mcdification Matrix — City of Yakima SMP
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S = Shoreline Substantial Develoepment Permit or Exemption T H o 2 5 <
C = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit 7 = “ s
X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
Agriculture
Agricultural Activities (RCW 50.58.065) S S S S N/A
Agricultural Market, Agricultural Stand (Zoning) S X S X N/A
Winery and Brewery (Zoning) S X S X N/A
Agriculture-Industrial
Agricultural Chemical Sales/Storage (Zoning) S X X X N/A
Agricultural Related Industries & Storage {Zoning) S X C X NfA
Concentrated Feeding Operation {Zoning, Regional SMP) X X X X N/A
Archaeological
Interpretive Center (Regional SMP) 5 ’”9',.7 C 4 X X
Restoration of Historic Structures (Regional SMP} S S 5 X C
Archaeological Excavation {Regional SMP) S ) ) C C
Aquaculture
Rearing (Regional SMP}) X X C C S
Processing {Regional SMP} X X X X X
Packing & Storage (Regional SMP) See Industry/Manufacturing/Storage
Boating and Private Moorage Facllities
Boat Launches (Regional SMP) /C' ¢ €.) C | @7
Pier/Dock
Pier/Dock, Single-Family Residence Facility to Access
N/A 5 X X S
Watercraft {(Regional SMP) /
Pier/Dock for Water-Dependent Commercial, Industrial,
Aquaculture, or Recreational Use; or Public Access {Regional S 5 X X 5
SMP}
Commercial and Service Uses
Retail, Trade, and Service
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines) S X S X C
Non-Water-Oriented, General (Regional SMP) s/ct X C X X
Non-Water Oriented Uses, Separated from Shoreline
. S X 5 X X
{Regional SMP}
Mixed use project that includes a Water Dependent
Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or Recreational Use ) X S X C
{Regional SMP)
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X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
Community Services (Zoning Code)
Water-Oriented {SMP Guidelines) S X S X C
Non-Water-Griented, General (Regional SMP) C X C X X
Non-Water-Oriented Uses, Separated from Shoreline
(Regional SMP) 3 X 5 X N/A
Mixed-use project that includes a Water-Dependent
Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or Recreational Use S X S X C
{Regional SMP}
Health and Social Service Facility {Zoning Code) S C C X X
Mixed-Use Building {Zoning) 5 @ 4 C X X
Dredging and Dredge Material Disposal
Dredging for Water-Dependent Use and Public Access {Regional N/A N/A N/A c C
SMP)
Dredging for existing Navigation Uses (Regional SMP) N/A N/A N/A X C
Dredging for Habitat Restoration {Regional SMP) N/A N/A N/A 5 5
Dredging, Other {(Regional SMP}) N/A N/A N/A X X
Disposal of Dredged Materiat S X x/c x/c* X
Dredging Maintenance Plan N/A N/A N/A s S
Fill
Within the OHWM N/A N/A N/A 5/ s/c?
Outside the OHWM (Regional SMP) 3 5 5 s/c? N/A
Flood Hazard Reduction Measures
Modification of Existing Flood Hazard Facilities {including
relocation farther landward) J > J > B
New Facilities C C C C N/A
Forest Practices
Forest Practices N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Industry / Manufacturing / Storage
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines) S X C X C
Non-Water-Oriented
General (Regional SMP) s/ch? X X X X
Separated from Shoreline {Regional SMP}) S X C X N/A
Mixed-use project that includes a Water-Dependent
Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or Recreational Use § X C X C
{Regional SMP}
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S = Shoreline Substantial Development Permit or Exemption BS s o - <
C = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit & = L
X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
In-Stream Structures
To pratect public facilities C C C C N/A
To protect or restore ecological functions S S S 5 N/A
To monitor flows, water quality, or other habitat characteristics S S S S N/A
Other C C X X N/A
Mining"
Surface Mining (Regional SMP) C X X X X
Underground Mining (Regional SMP) X X X X X
Mining for Habitat Restoration (Regional SMP} S S S S S
Recreational Development
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines)
High-Intensity (Regional SMP) 5 3 s/c? s/c? 5/C?
Moderate-Intensity {Regional SMP) S 5 S 5/C? s/c?
Low-Intensity (Regional SMP) S ) S 5 5
Recreation Maintenance Plan S ) 5 S 5
Non-Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines)
General C X C X X
Sites separated from shoreline S S 5 C N/A
Indoor (Regional SMP) See Commercial and Service Uses
Residentlal Development
Single-Family Dwelling {(Zoning Code} S S 5 X N/A
Accessory Dwelling Unit {Zoning Code} S S 5 X N/A
Duplex {Zoning Code) S @é @ X N/A
Multifamily Dwelling (Zoning Code) S @ & CX) <. X N/A
Manufactured Home Park or Subdivision outside Floodplain
S X N/A
(Regional SMP) S ) /.
Maniufactured Home Park or Subdivision within Floodplain ﬁé f ﬁ X N/A
(Regional SMP) 2 é
Houseboats and Over-Water Residential Uses (Regional SMP) N/A N/A NfA X X

! Note: When definitions are prepared, we will distinguish the processing of mineral materials for construction
purposes as industrial from mineral extraction, which is what is considered under the mining category.
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Residential Maintenance Plan S 5 N/A N/A S
Shoreline Habitat and Natural Systems Enhancement
Projects
Shoreline Habitat and Natural Systems Enhancemnent Projects ) S S S )
Shoreline Stabilization
Hard Stabilization C C C C C
Soft Stabilization S S C C S
Repair and Replacement S S S S S
Signs
On-premise for Authorized Use {Regional SMP) S S S 5 S
Off-premise (Regional SMP) S X X X X
Informational (directional, landmark, trail marker, etc.) (Regional
S S 5 ) S
SMP)
Transportation and Parking
Access Roads Serving Permitted Uses (Regional SMP) 5 S 5 s/C’ N/A
Highways and Freeways {Regional SMP) 5 s/c? s/c? s/c? s/c?
Bridges $ s/c? s/c’ s/c? s/c
Transportation Maintenance Plan 5 S S S 5
Transportation Maintenance Facilities (Regional SMP} [9 / X C X X
B
Railways {Regional SMP) 5 s/c? s/c? s/c s/’
Parking for Authorized Use (Regional SMP} Reviewed as part of authorized use.
Park and Ride lots and Similar Stand Alone Parking (Regional X X X X
SMP) é
Utilities
Utlllt_y Services Accessory to Individual Shoreline Projects Reviewed as part of authorized use.
(Regional SMP)
Utility Services to Projects outside Shoreline Jurisdiction (Regional
S 5 S C C
SMP)
Power Generating Facilities (Zoning Code) s/c? X C X C
Utility Transmission Lines (Regional SMP) 5 C C C C
Utility Services, General {Zoning Code) s/c? 5/C? s/C? C C
Utility Maintenance Plan S S 5 5 S
Wastewater Treatment Facility S X S s/c? X
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* A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable when a non-water-criented use provides a public
benefit, such as public access for substantial numbers of persons or shoreline ecological restoration. Otherwise, a
Shoreline Conditional Use Permit is required.

? A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable for activities that are part of a shoreline restoration plan
or when occurring on improved rights of way, levees, previously legally degraded land, or existing impervious area.
Activities not within these exceptions would require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.

* A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable for activities that expand existing facilities. New facilities
require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.

“ A Shoreline Conditional Use Permit is allowable for activities that are part of a shoreline restoration plan.
Otherwise, the use is prohibited.

February 6, 2013/Updated February 18, 2013 Prepared by BERK/TWC 8



PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING REGULAR MEETINGS

A.

Pre-meeting

1.

If there are agenda items, regular meetings will be held at 3:30 p.m.
on the second and fourth Wednesdays of every month in the City
Council chambers. In case of scheduling conflicts the meeting
place may be changed at the discretion of the Chair with ten days
advance notice given to Commission members and the public. If
the designated meeting date falls on a weekend or an official
holiday the meeting may be changed to a time and place as
determined by the Commission at the preceding month's meeting. If
such a change occurs, the regular meeting place will be posted as
to the new time and place.

If there are no agenda items, the Chair may cancel the regular
meeting after giving all Commission members and the public 24
hours advance notice. However, if a majority of Commission
members express the desire to hold the meeting, it shall convene as
scheduled. If the meeting is canceled, a notice to that effect will be
posted at the regular meeting place at the regular time.

Special meetings may be called by the Chair or by a majority of
Commission members. Commission members will be given at least
48 hours advance notice of the time and place of such meetings.

All regular and special meetings will be open to the public and the
date, place and agenda will be publicized in accordance with the
Open Public Meetings Act (Chapter 42.30 RCW). The agenda for
regularly scheduled meetings shall be posted and advertised 48
hours prior to the regularly scheduled meetings.

The order of agenda items will be determined by their order of
receipt or as Commission Staff deems appropriate.

Staff shall be responsible for notifying principles in each matter as
specified under the rules for review procedures.

Regular Order of Business for Meetings

1.

Business will be conducted under Robert's Rules of Order except
where this contradicts with the Bylaws or other special rules
adopted by the Commission, which then take precedence. All
issues will be decided by simple majority vote except amendments
to the Bylaws, which require a vote of two-thirds of the membership.

Four members or 51 percent of the non-vacant membership of the
Commission constitutes a quorum. Meetings without a quorum will
be recessed to the earliest possible date.



Minutes will be taken during all Commission proceedings.
Additionally, the meetings may be videotaped to further clarify the
minutes.

The regular order of business shail be as follows:

a. Call to order

b.  Adoption of minutes

c. Report of committees (if any)

d. New business

e. Old business

f.  Adjournment

The regular order of business for consideration of preliminary
subdivisions, comprehensive plan amendments and rezones shall

be as follows:

a. The Commission Staff person shall offer a preliminary
statement or Staff Report concerning the application.

b.  The applicant or the designated agent of the applicant
presents statements in favor of the application including any
relevant exhibits.

c.  Public comments.

d. Rebuttal by all concerned parties.
e. Deliberation by Commission.

f. Motion for action.

g. \Vote.

During the course of the meeting, the above procedure may be
temporarily modified by the concurrence of all parties and the
Commission.

The Commission shall act on each application at the meeting unless
the Chair or a majority of the Commission decides to defer
consideration to a later date. Requests for continuance may be
granted if all parties agree. The continuance will be publicly
announced by the Chair, and the matter is automatically set on the
agenda for the next regularly scheduled meeting. In such a case,
no further notice is required for the principles in the case.



C.

Post-meeting

1.

Staff will be responsible for notifying participants as calied for under
rules for specific review procedures.

Staff will be responsible for forwarding materials to participants as
called for under rules for specific review procedures.

Staff will be responsible for distributing the minutes of the meeting.






YAKIMA SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM

Stakeholder Meetings
February 13, 2013

In an effort to maximize the utility and applicability of the City of Yakima’s updated Shareline Master Program
{SMP), the City scheduled a series of meetings with a variety of stakeholders, the consultant team, and City staff on
February 13, 2013. One stakeholder group, the Yakima Greenway Foundation, could not meet on the 13"’, and
instead a conference call was held on February 5, 2013. In addition to the stakeholders listed below, Jeff Peters,
City of Yakima; Lisa Grueter, BERK; and Amy Summe, The Watershed Company, participated in each of the
meetings. The following notes summarize key points.

YAKIMA GREENWAY FOUNDATION

Al Brown

1. Discussed the Foundation’s relationship to the levees and planned levee setbacks. Greenway is mostly in
a position of reacting to Corps’ and County’s levee setback proposals. Most of the Greenway elements
are on the levees, but some are in the floodway and in danger of needing to relocate due to channel
movement and flooding. Where the highway is essentially the levee, the trail would be relocated as close
as possible to the highway.,

2. Interested in provisions that would allow trails to be relocated as necessary to accomplish restoration
projects such as the levee setbacks, even if the relocated trail would remain in the floodway and might
impact wetlands (recognizing that the levee setback would result in habitat/wetland creation). Ensure
that Ecology would support such proposals.

3. The Greenway doesn’t have any significant capital projects planned — again, most projects would be
reactions to channel widening.

4. Anticipated activities in the Greenway that should be considered in regulations development are:

«  New picnic benches (covered and uncovered)

»  Trail repair/maintenance

* Installation of water line to support dog water fountain at off-leash part of park

»  Pumping of concrete vault toilets

»  Need for repair or alternative solutions to armoring that protects trail sections that abut bridge
foundations {gabion baskets, barbs/groins)

+  Mowing/fertilizing lawns and maintaining ornamental vegetation

+  Removal of hazard trees along paths through riparian areas — wind or beaver damage. When
possible, the Greenway leaves hazard trees to fall naturally unless it might fall on a trail. Sometimes,
the trees are felled and left in the habitat area.

*  Removal of non-native vegetation - such as stands of Russian olive, hybrid willow

+  Parking lot maintenance — sweeping, restriping, shoulder upkeep, filling cracks

*  New trails in the UGA on the Naches — the “Rail to Trail” project converting 10 miles of old rail line

*  Rehabilitation of areas that are damaged by too much use — unauthorized pathways to water, etc.

February 22, 2013 Prepared by The Watershed Company/BERK 1



= New boat launch and repair/maintenance of existing launches. There are only two area launches on
the Yakima. Important for access by search and rescue operations. The channel movement has left
other launches high and dry.

YAKIMA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL ZONE DISTRICT

Joel Freudenthal

1.

10.

Provided history of formation of the Yakima Greenway Foundation and its relationship to the County via
State legislative action and establishment of the “Washington State Yakima River Conservation Area.”
Also discussed other agreements that the City has with the County for Sarg Hubbard Park, wastewater
treatment plan, etc.

Provided history of levee development and subsequent catastrophic flood events that ultimately resulted

in County having ownership or easements for all land encompassed by the levee prisms and the space
between the levees.

Flood control district or other public entities have been acquiring more lands and easements to enable
levee setbacks for flood control and habitat improvement, particularly in the southeast portion of the
City’s UGA.

The flood control district is working with the wastewater treatment plant as the planned levee setback on
the east side of the river will eventually lead to the plant’s discharge being located high and dry as the
river migrates eastward into the reconnected floodplain area.

Discussed Blue Slough, which is a historic diversion of the Yakima River that has been dry for four years as
a result of Bureau of Reclamation management. The channel is "artificial and perched.”

Discussed the very different hydrologic characters of the Yakima and Naches Rivers. Yakima River is
“straight-jacketed” between levees, so the meander patterns are fixed — flows “smash” against the levees
and stay there. Big flood events are then followed by large releases from upstream reservoirs on the
Yakima and Naches — staggered so that the reservoirs do not release their accumulated flood storage
concurrently. Some large flood events are not controlled because the downstream gage does not see the
highest of the flows because of diversions just upstream. This pattern is bad for habitat and bad for other
instream structures. The multiple large flow pulses through the system leave only the largest substrate
materials in the channel {too large for spawning/habitat) and only the finest materials (too small for
habitat) end up being deposited outside the channel.

There are only 9 miles of certified federal levee in the State, and 7 of those are on the Yakima system.
The County is responsible for normal/routine/annual maintenance of those levees, but the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers acts if there is a levee failure or some other less-routine event.

The federal flood maps were developed in 1985, but used 1974 data. The maps were updated in 1999,
but the only changes made related to some levee improvements on the Naches. Result is that FEMA's
mapped flood elevations are about 6 feet lower than reality.

The flood control district is applying for a $5.2million grant from NOAA to re-work the area south of 5R 24.

Flood control district does not typically use dredging to accomplish any flood control cbjectives — dredging
in this system would tend to increase energy. In fact, there are some areas of captured substrate
upstream (e.g., above Nelson Dam and on the Naches upstream of I-82 and the railroad crossing) that
would be useful to see move downstream into the Yakima. However, they might move material around in
the channel to accomplish different purposes. WSDOT sometimes does spot dredging for channels to
spread sediment out.

February 22, 2013 Prepared by The Watershed Company/BERK 2



11.

12.

The flood control district has seen few permitting problems. They suppart the “gap to gap” goals. Other
federal and state agencies are on board. They do nearly all work outside of fish windows. The County SMP
generally works — an issue though is complexity. It fs harder to permit incremental steps {e.g. Upper
Naches Comprehensive Flood Hazard Management Plan) — levee collapse at Park. “Glued” the levee
together, until they could buy out land owners and do a more comprehensive flood hazard management
improvement that would remove the levee,

Joel noted that Yakima is a desert city, and the Yakima River is the most important piece of infrastructure
in the City and has an economic impact — the flood control district tries to maintain its sediment and

energy in balance. The goal for flood control of energy distribution and fish habitat improvement is the
same,

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Bill Sauriol

1.

A key WSDOQT interest is to have a mechanism for a programmatic permit covering all of their routine
activities that could fall under one of the State exemptions from a shoreline permit — WSDOT provided an
example of the documentation that recently secured them a 5-year programmatic exemption for
maintenance and repair activities within the roadway prism in Yakima County. This streamlines their
activities and reduces government time constantly reviewing activities of WSDOT to confirm that they
meet exemption criteria.

It would be helpful to have clarity regarding the WSDOT requirements for notification of the local
government for those categories of work that don’t specifically require documentation of the exemption.
Perhaps some clear thresholds or examples of documented vs. non-documented exempt activities.

Discussed whether some kind of phasing allowance could be incorporated into the Transportation section
of the SMP regulations.

Also noted that management of federal highways in non-coastal counties is federal activity on federal
lands, and technically may not even be subject to the Shoreline Master Program at all. However, SMPs do

not preclude transportation, and it is recognized that other palicies and laws may be more important (e.e.
federal laws).

YAKIMA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
Scott Shafer and Ryan Anderson

L. Long-term goal is to no longer need the levee — if it fails, leave as is and install any needed grade controls.

2. Discussed Billy’s Pond, the proposed side channel with habitat improvements, the proposed extended
mixing zone project south of the treatment plant, and status of permits including the streamlined HPA.

3. Would like to have the option of a long-term maintenance plan to cover exempt activities that they
anticipate doing on a routine basis — such as actions to maintain the habitat project in its designed form
once constructed, or to remove clumps of soil/invasive species that block outfalls, among others

YAKAMA NATION
John Marvin
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Interested in status of a past County moratorium for development on Cowiche Creek related to sewer and
water service.

Interested generally in anticipated levels of possible future development in the City and the UGA,
including new hames, businesses, and agriculture (is that relevant on City and UGA shorelines?).

Yakama Nation does not anticipate any future salmon-recovery aquaculture operations in Yakima or the
UGA.

Noted that there is no need for dredging of Yakima shorelines for navigation purposes, but may be
considered for restoration- and flow-related purposes.

Discussed in-water facilities such as boat launches, particularly for emergency access.

interested in whether the City will be including the SMP Guidelines requirement for providing public
access in land divisions creating more than four lots.

Referenced comments on goals and policies such as concern with “suitable acres for industrial” and future
allowances for mining.

WILLOW LAKE AND LAKE ASPEN HOMEWONERS ASSOCIATIONS

Private homeowners

1.

Residents noted that their ongoing maintenance needs generally limited to supplementing bark on trails,
repairing existing shoreline stabilization {only in front of the residential areas) and piers, and managing
water quality and aquatic vegetation (milfoil and algae).

Aquatic vegetation control for milfail included variety of mechanical mechanisms, but success was finally
achieved with introduction of grass carp. However, this increased clarity and resulted in algae blooms.
The residents are coordinating with a variety of agencies to come up with a solution — suggestions have
included introducing native water lily, “floating islands” [we informed them that Buchanan Lake was
installing one]. Their interest is in making sure that the SMP allows them to install necessary
measures/practices to achieve a balance in the lakes. The problems are mostly in the shallow canal areas
in front of the residences — the deep-water portions of the lakes do not have problems.

Related to water flow, there is not much in the lakes. There is some buried piping with valves that keeps
water moving. The Lake Aspen outlet is in the NE corner and passes under the freeway. The lakes turn
over two times per year.

Water is pulled from Lake Aspen to irrigate common areas.

The lake HOAs own the lake bottom, so they are legally allowed to keep the general public out of the
waters. There is a buoy barrier and signage.

There are water quality concerns related to construction occurring at the west end of Willow Lake.

WDFW did a water quality study on Willow Lake, and approved stocking of trout. There are also
smallmouth and largemouth bass in the lakes.

Lake Aspen HOA has detailed covenants which they will provide to the City to assist with development of
regulations that align with their standards when appropriate {e.g., dock standards; width of common
area/utility area along edge of lake where grass is maintained and there are rock walls).

Interest in constructing a bridge or floating dock connector to the island on Willow Lake which is occupied
by weeds and geese. May also be interested in removing that island.
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10. Maintenance dredging is not needed in the lakes.

11. No moators are allowed on Lake Aspen, Willow Lake allows electric motors. They have decals on boats that
are approved for use.

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS

Chris Parsons

1. State Parks provided the City with a copy of the CAMP report for Sportsman State Park — expressed desire
for regulations/standards to allow for implementation of the CAMP.

2. The Park has a Noxious Weed Plan ~ the State utilizes biological controls when possible, rather than
chemical

3. Interested in boat launch allowance in the SMP — and expressed willingness to work with City to obtain
grants.

4. Routine maintenance activities that might benefit from option to have long-term shoreline permit include

vegetation maintenance and trail maintenance. Maintenance plans should include requirement for
notification to City.
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=3 PHONE o 2006.324.8760
2025 First Avenue, Suite 800
= Seattle, WA 98121

DATE: February 6, 2013

TO: Craig Gildroy, Planning Director, City of Chelan

FROM: Lisa Grueter, AICP, Manager

cc: Amy Summe, Environmental Planner, The Watershed Company

RE: Shoreline Master Program Local Adoption and State Adoption — Options and Schedule

The City of Chelan has been working on a local Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Update consistent with the
Shoreline Management Act {SMA; RCW 90.58) and SMP Guidelines (WAC 173-26). The Planning
Commission has made recommendations regarding the SMP to the City Council. At a joint session on
January 23, 2013, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed the Planning Commission
recommendations and also asked several questions about the SMP process, such as the due date, potential
timeline extensions, and concerns about whether the City’s local conditions warrant SMP regulations.

This memo addresses the following questions:

® SMP Update Deadlines: Can the City extend its review past the grant deadline of June 30, 2013? What
if the City did not act to approve the SMP by the SMA deadline of December 1, 20137

¢ Ecology Review and Rulemaking: What happens after local adoption with Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology) review? What are the consequences of Ecology taking over SMP
preparation for the City through rule making?

In addition, this memo provides two alternative schedules for SMP adoption and potential added costs
should the City extend its review (e.g. due to meetings or additional SMP drafts).

In a separate memo we have addressed potential scopes and budgets regarding additional dock evaluations
and private property rights research.

SMP Update Deadlines

The City has executed a grant agreement with Ecology. It shows SMP local adoption occurring by June 30,
2013. City staff have been working to meet this deadline with Planning Commission review occurring fall
2012 and City Council review occurring from January to June 2013.

The legal deadline to accomplish local adoption of the SMP is December 1, 2013 (see RCW 90.58.080).

The City can request an extension of the deadline in the grant agreement to the legal deadline; the City
would need to prepare a letter to Ecology requesting the extension and including a schedule identifying key
dates including the 60-day notice of intent to adopt. (pers. com. Clynda Case, Ecology, Janua ry 30, 2013)

An updated schedule through June 30 and an alternative schedule through December 1 are provided
betow. In addition, please see the discussion below regarding if the City misses the December 1% deadline.




Ecology Review and Rulemaking

Following City adoption of the SMP, Ecology would determine the SMP submitted is complete, and if so
hold its own review and public comment period.’ The general steps for Ecology include:

¢ Provide public notice and opportunity for comment — this can include a public meeting as well as a
written comment period. It often catches the interest of stakeholders with statewide interests {e.g.
Futurewise). If held, the public meeting would be held in the city or county. The written comment
period would extend for 30 days.

e Prepare decision packet — Ecology would either 1) approve as submitted; 2) approve with required
changes hut allowing the local government to either agree to the changes or submit an alternative
proposal; or 3} deny the alternative proposal. The City could appea! Ecology’s denial to the Growth
Management Hearings Board.

® Work with local government to finalize SMP amendment approval - if Ecology requires changes to a
proposed SMP amendment, Ecology would work closely with the local government to develop mutually
agreeable language consistent with the SMA and SMP Guidelines to allow the city or county to
complete the approval process.

If the City exceeds the legal deadline {December 1, 2013} or if Ecology determines the SMP applicable to
shorelines of statewide significance {includes Lake Chelan) does not provide for optimum implementation
of SMA policies, Ecology can adopt an SMP it prepares by rule. {(See WAC 173-26-070.) The rule-making
could address the full SMP or a portion of it.

Rulemaking is a drastic action that would mean the local government loses local control and flexibility in its
SMP preparation, and yet the local government would be obligated per the roles defined in SMA and SMP
Guidelines to administer the state prepared SMP. The City would also have financial implications. If the City
missed the deadline of December 1 and Ecology started rulemaking, Ecology could require the City to pay
back the grant funding it received. In addition, because the SMP is considered part of the Growth
Management Act (GMA) Comprehensive Plan and development regulations, if a local government has
failed to act, it could be found out of compliance with the GMA and restricted from receiving grants such as
for public works projects. Additionally, as part of the rule-making process, Ecology may have to prepare its
own analysis report, cumulative impacts analysis, etc. that could mean a different set of scientific
conclusions than what the local government had prepared. (pers. com. Clynda Case, Ecology, January 30,
2013; pers. com. Sarah Hunt, Ecology, February 1, 2013; see also RCW 36.70A.130)

Below are same case studies of jurisdictions with different SMP histories.

!see Ecology’s web page for more information:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/shorelines/smp/toolbox/process/phase6.html.




The City of Bothell’s SMP was approved as is with no revisions. The City heard both from stakeholders
that pushed for greater ecological protection and those philosophically opposed the SMA (including
one member of the shoreline advisory committee). All participants were constructive; for example, an
attorney opposed to the SMA was helpful in developing incentives and SMP language that was mindful
of private property rights. Bothell’s SMP included some well-designed buffer strategies that reduced
buffers on degraded lands and increased buffers on high value natural areas. It included public access
density incentives, a feature developed in response to City Council review. All provisions were carefully
negotiated with Ecology so that by the time the SMP was submitted no sticky issues remained.
(Approval is in a letter from Ecology to the City dated January 23, 2013; see the City’s webpage, here:
http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/CityServices/PlanningAndDevelopment/SMPU.ashx?p=1549 .)

The Douglas County Regional SMP was approved with changes negotiated after local SMP adoption.
The Douglas County Regional SMP included both a critical areas ordinance update applicable beyond
shoreline jurisdiction and a SMP. The Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) did not incorporate the
buffers based on a buffer science analysis prepared by its consultants and instead incorporated smaller
buffers based on biologist input on behalf of the development community (eventually the County hired
the second biologist). Ecology sent a letter with over 40 pages of required changes; there were several
issues of concern with buffers a high concern. Douglas County sent in aiternative proposals. Ecology
and Douglas County negotiated the alternative language. For example, the two parties negotiated a
zoned shoreline buffer system. Also the County removed provisions for the general critical areas
ordinance update and focused on the SMP only. Once the language was negotiated, the County
Planning Commission and BOCC conducted a new local adoption process. Ecology then accepted the
revised SMP proposal as is. (pers. com. Clynda Case, January 30, 2013.)

The Renton SMP was approved with changes negotiated after local SMP adoption. The City prepared
a SMP that contained an issue of concern for Ecology — dock dimensions. The City preferred a dock
dimension that did not match the US Army Corps Regional General Permit nor the science based
approach of State and Federal agencies. Ecology required changes. The City proposed alternative
language that was unacceptable to Ecology. Ecology and the City negotiated for 1 year (the City did not
adopt by the State legal deadline but because the conversation was cngoing Ecology did not take rule-
making action). Eventually, the City accepted the Ecology required change on docks and the SMP is now
in effect. Ecology did not want to initiate rule-making and kept working with the City. However, Ecology
would have initiated the process reluctantly if there had not been an agreement. It's likely it would
have been a limited rule which would have addressed docks and shoreline buffers. Ecology was
uncomfortable with some of the City-proposed buffers but chose to accept the City's approach at the
time of Ecology review. If it had come to rule-making it’s possible that Ecology would have revisited
buffers as well as docks. (pers. com. Barbara Nightingale, Ecology, January 30, 2012; City web page,
http://www.rentonwa.gov/business/default.aspx?id=15508).

Ecology initiated rulemaking with Spokane County, but then Spokane County restarted its local SMP
Update. Spokane County prepared a local SMP Update. It had serious flaws according to Ecology staff.
A letter with required changes from Ecology was sent to the County. There was no agreement. Ecology
then prepared its own full SMP for Spokane County and initiated rule making. The Ecology prepared
Draft SMP was fairly strict and based on the science prepared by Ecology. Spokane County then was
concerned with the proposed SMP prepared by Ecology and the loss of local control, and worked with
Ecology to have it withdraw the rule-making and restart a locally prepared SMP. After the County
prepared a new SMP, Ecology reviewed it and found some required changes. The County prepared
alternative language. Eventually there was agreement and the County accepted Ecology’s required
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changes. (pers com. Clynda Case, Ecology, January 30, 2013; pers. com. Sarah Hunt, Ecology, February
1, 2013; Spokane County website is here: http://www.spokanecounty.org/bp/content.aspx?c=2323.)

The City of Chelan has worked extensively with Ecology on key issues to come up with a balanced approach
on major topics such as buffers, mitigation, and other topics (see the December 2012 matrix provided for
the joint Planning Commission and City Council meeting held January 23, 2013}, Even with Ecology’s
reluctance in some areas, the City staff and consultants were able to develop several solutions; if rule-
making were to commence, some items of agreement could be re-opened by Ecology. If rule-making occurs
items important to the City may be re-opened and the City may need to negotiate on all items, which
would add City staff and consultant time. Ecology may not only take up issues they disagree with but also
other issues. It is also unknown if after December 1, 2013 if Ecology would continue to work closely with
the City or go with rule-making. it should also be noted that we have had a single Ecology Project Officer for
the last several years who is leaving Ecology (Clynda Case is moving out of state). We do not know who will
be new Ecology Project Officer assigned to Chelan and whether they will agree to the wark completed,
particularly if issues are re-opened after December 1, 2013.

Alternative Schedules

The following pages show two schedules, one completing by June 30, 2013 and the other completing by
December 1, 2013. There are cost implications to extending the timeline. In a separate memo we have also
outlined the cost to evaluate additional topics of concern that would apply with either schedule if the City
decided it wished to evaluate other areas of concern prior to adoption.

Cost Implications of Schedule Extension

By extending the schedule, additional effort would be needed from the Consultant team to prepare an
additional SMP draft (following from responses to comments), and particularly to attend additional
meetings. In addition, there would be added team coordination, including the preparation of this memo
developing options. Please see the chart below for those costs; the chart follows our current scope
numbering system and since only certain tasks are affected the full list is not shown below.

= —
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Grueter Summe GIS Turfil Hours and
Estimated Cost
2012 Haurly Rate $144 5116 579 by Task
Task 1: Shoreline Master Program - Added Draft
10 8 4
Subtotal 10 8 4 22
Assumes general changes in responses to comments - special ty topics of docks and other items in separate estimate, $2,684
Task3: Local Review Process
Public Meetings - Added Support 30 24
Subtotal 30 24 0 54
Assumes 4-5 additional meelings; specialty topics with their own work sessions are addressed in a separate estimate. $7,106
Task 5: Ongoing Tasks: Progress Reports, Team Conference Calls/Meetings - Added Coordination Induding Cptions Meme
10 4
Subtokal 10 4 1] 14
$1,907
Total Estimated Hours 50 36 4 90
Cost {Hours*Rate) $7,223 54,158 $315 511,696
Subtotal Consultant Cost 511,696
Project Expenses @ ~5% of project budget $600
Estimated Project Total $12,296
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YAKIMA SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM
DRAFT PROPOSED SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT DESIGNATIONS

17.03.010 Floodway / Channel Migration Zone (CMZ) [same as County SMP}

A.

Purpose: The Floodway/CMZ environment is intended to protect the water areas; islands, associated
overflow channels, and channel migration areas. This environment provides for the movement of the
river within its floodplain, and emphasizes preservation of the natural hydraulic, geologic and biological
functions of the City’s shorelines that are constrained by biophysical limitations,

Designation Criteria: The Floodway/CMZ designation is assigned to shoreline areas that are within a
mapped Channel Migration Zone and/or within a designated FEMA Floodway. The extent of the
Floodway/CMZ designation should never extend beyond the limitations of the Shoreline CMZ found in
WAC 173-26-221(3)(b). Areas separated from the active river channel by existing legal artificial channel
constraints should not be considered as part of the CMZ. In addition, areas that are separated from the
active channel by legally existing artificial structure(s) including transportation facilities, built above or
constructed to remain intact through the one hundred-year flood, should also not be considered part of
the CMZ.

Management Policies;

1. Commercial, industrial, mining, nonwater-oriented recreation, roads, utilities, parking areas, and
residences should generally not be located in the Floodway/CMZ environment. Other uses {recreation,
resource, etc.) should be carefully limited to protect shoreline functions.

2. Activities that may degrade the value of the Floodway/CMZ environment should be limited, and
development in hazardous areas should be restricted.

3. Modifications that harden or fix stream banks and channels should be discouraged.

17.03.020  Urban Conservancy [similar to County’s language and WAC]

A.

Purpose: The Urban Conservancy environment is intended to protect and restore ecological functions of
open space, floodplain and other sensitive lands where they exist in urban and developed settings, while
allowing a variety of compatible uses.

Designation Criteria: Specific criteria for designation of the Urban Conservancy environment include
areas or properties that:

1. Liein the city limits and urban growth areas;

2. Are planned for development that is compatible with the principals of maintaining or restoring the
ecological functions of the area;

3. Aresuitable for water-enjoyment uses;
4. Are open space or floodplains, or;

5. Are areas that retain important ecological functions which should not be more intensively developed.
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Management Policies:

1. Allowed uses for the Urban Conservancy environment generally include uses which preserve the natural
character of the area, and promote the preservation of open space, floodplains or sensitive lands.

2. Uses allowed under this designation should focus on recreation.

3. Commercial, industrial and residential uses should be limited, and when allowed result in restoration of
ecological functions.

4. Public access and recreation objectives should be implemented whenever feasible and significant
ecological impacts mitigated.

17.03.030 High Intensity [based on WAC, similarities to County’s Urban designation]

Al

Purpose: The purpose of the "High Intensity" environment is to provide for high-intensity water-oriented
commercial, transportation, and industrial uses while protecting existing ecological functions and
restoring ecological functions in areas that have been previously degraded.

Designation Criteria: Specific criteria for designation of the High Intensity environment include areas or
properties that:

1. Presently support high intensity land uses including commercial, industrial, urban recreational,
transportation, or high-intensity water-oriented uses.

2. Are planned to accommadate urban expansion of uses listed in #1.
Management Policies:

1. Water-oriented commercial, industrial, and recreation uses should be given high priority in the High
Intensity environment. First priority should be given to water-dependent uses. Second priority should be
given to water-related and water-enjoyment uses. Nonwater-oriented uses should not be allowed
except as part of mixed-use developments. Nonwater-oriented uses may also be allowed in limited
situations where they do not conflict with or limit opportunities for water-oriented uses or on sites
where there is no direct aceess to the shoreline. Public benefits such as ecological restoration or public
access may be required in association with nonwater-oriented development.

2.  New stand-alone residential uses in the High Intensity environment should be discouraged.

3.  When considering shoreline environment designation amendment proposals, full utilization of existing
high intensity areas should be achieved before further expansion of intensive development is allowed.

4. Developmentin the High Intensity designation should assure no net loss of shoreline ecological
functions as a result of new development. Where applicable, new development should include
environmental cleanup and restoration of the shoreline to comply with any relevant state and federal
law.

5.  Where feasible, visual and physical public access should be required as part of development in the High
Intensity designation unless it already exists to serve the development or other safety, security, or
fragile environmental conditicns apply.

6. Aesthetic objectives should be implemented by means such as sign control regulations, appropriate
development siting, screening and architectural standards, and maintenance of natural vegetative
separation.
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17.03.040 Shoreline Residential [based on WAC, some similarities to County’s Urban designation]

A. Purpose: The purpose of the "Shoreline Residential" environment is to accommodate residential
development and appurtenant structures that are consistent with the SMP. An additional purpose is to
provide appropriate public access and recreational uses.

B. Designation Criteria: Assign a "Shoreline Residential" environment designation to areas that are
predominantly single-family or multifamily residential development or are planned and platted for
residential development.

C. Management Poiicies:

1. Development standards addressing the development envelope, water quality, and vegetation should
assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions, taking into account the environmental limitations
and sensitivity of the shoreline area, the level of infrastructure and services available, and other
comprehensive planning considerations.

2. Multifamily and multi-lot residential and recreational developments should provide public access and
joint use for community recreational facilities.

3. Access, utilities, and public services should be available and adequate to serve existing needs and/or
planned future development.

4. Commercial development should be limited to water-oriented uses and allowed only when the
underlying zoning permits such uses.

17.03.050 Aquatic [based on WAC]

A. Purpose: The purpose of the "Aquatic” environment is to protect, restore, and manage the unique
characteristics and resources of the areas waterward of the ordinary high-water mark of shoreline lakes.

B. Designation Criteria: Specific criteria for the Aquatic designation are lands waterward of the ordinary high
water mark of shoreline lakes.

C. Management Policies:

1. Allow new over-water structures only for water-dependent uses, public access, or ecological
restoration. The size of new over-water structures should be limited to the minimum necessary to
support the structure's intended use.

2. Inorder to reduce the impacts of shoreline development and increase effective use of water resources,
multiple use of over-water facilities should be encouraged.

3. Uses that could adversely impact the ecological functions of critical freshwater habitats should not be
allowed except where necessary to achieve the objectives of the Shoreline Management Act, and then
only when their impacts are mitigated according to mitigation sequencing as necessary to assure no net
toss of ecological functions.

4. Shoreline uses and modifications should be designed and managed to prevent degradation of water
quality and alteration of natural hydrographic conditions.

5. When considering development or activities in the Aquatic environment, the City should favor
development and activities associated with preferred uses of the Shoreline Management Act and apply
development standards that consider water quality, navigation, presence of aquatic vegetation, existing
critical habitats, aesthetics, public access, and views.
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YAKIMA SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM

Preliminary Shoreline Environment Designations &
Use and Modification Matrix Framework

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENTS

The Washington State Department of Ecology {Ecology) Shoreline Master Pragram (SMP) Guidelines (WAC 173-26)
includes six recommendations for shoreline environment designations: Natural, Urban Conservancy, Rural
Conservancy, High Intensity, Shoreline Residential, and Aquatic. While each jurisdiction may use alternate or

parallel environment designations, these alternate designations should provide equal or better implementation of
the Shoreline Management Act.

The Yakima County Regional SMP includes the following range of designations: Urban, Rural, Conservancy, Natural,
Floodway/Channel Migration Zone (CMZ}, and Urban Conservancy. The categories preliminarily applied in the City
and actually applied in the Urban Growth Area (UGA) are Urban, Rural, Conservancy, Floodway/CMZ, and Urban
Conservancy. The City of Yakima adopted only the technical analysis associated with the Yakima County Regional
SMP, but is currently preparing an SMP more applicable to the City’s planning needs.

Compared to the Regional SMP, we suggest a couple of category changes or additions for ease of administration of
use matrix and match to uses on the ground. We suggest that Urban be split into High Intensity {more for
commercial/industrial areas) and into Shoreline Residential {apply to areas where that is the predominant use).
We also propose to add an Aquatic environment for areas waterward of the ordinary high water mark {OHWM) on
lakes; this use environment is important to define to address in-water uses and modifications such as piers/docks.
Riverine aquatic environment would be addressed by Floodway/CMZ designation. The City is aliowed to pre-
designate shoreline environments in the Yakima UGA; upon annexation, the City’s SMP would apply to those areas
and would not require further amendment.

We recommend pre-designation of the UGA to provide a holistic plan for the shoreline and make efficient use of
the public’s time and available funding. it appears that areas of Rural and Conservancy have been assigned in the
UGA, and we will explore the most appropriate environment designations for these areas, which could be Urban
Conservancy or Natural, or another category developed specifically for the City of Yakima SMP,

Following the Planning Commission discussion on February 13, 2013, our recent activities have included:

* Environment Designation Map revisions (see attached map):

1. Receiving affirmation from Washington Department of Ecology that Buchanan Lake should not be mapped
as Floodway/CMZ and changing the lake designation to Aquatic.

2. Changing the environment designation upland of Buchanan Lake to the north to High Intensity.

A map of the County’s current assignment of environment designations has also been provided for

comparison. A map of land ownership will be provided at the February 27, 2013, Planning Commission
meeting.

«  Shoreline Jurisdiction investigations:
1. Cowiche Creek: We have been researching internet sources for information about the mean annual flow
of Cowiche Creek, and have contacted Ecology staff to discuss. Based on Ecology stream gage data from a
discontinuous approximately 5-year period, stream flow mean discharge is about 11.5 cubic feet per
second {cfs). Other reports also note highly variable seasonal discharges of ~2 to 130 cfs. A 2003 USGS
study of Southeast Washington streams and rivers did not identify Cowiche Creek as a shaoreline stream
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meeting the minimum 20 cfs mean annual flow requirement. Investigation continues as of this memao; we
hope to have a final determination by the February 27, 2013, Planning Commission meeting.

2. Blue Slough: We have been researching internet sources for information about the status of Blue Slough,
which we learned from the County had been dry for the past four years due to Bureau of Reclamation
management. As of this memo, it looks like the Blue Slough is a modified form of a historic Yakima River
side channel, and is in the process of being restored to allow it to function as it once did. If thatis the
case, then Blue Slough should remain in shoreline jurisdiction. We hope to have more information by the
February 27, 2013, Planning Commission meeting.

PRELIMINARY USE AND MODIFICATION MATRIX

The SMP Guidelines suggest the use of a matrix, similar to that found in a zoning code, when identifying in which
shoreline environments various uses and madifications are allowed. The shoreline environment designations will
function as an overlay on zening; the more restrictive use allowances will prevail. Our recommendation is to make
the use allowances similar between the Zoning Code and SMP where feasible. However, it should be noted that
Shoreline Substantial Development Permits are locally approved, whereas a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit
requires Ecology approval following local review. Thus, a straight translation of Zoning Code conditional use to a
SMP conditional use would add a layer of State review.

We have developed a framework use and modification matrix below. The categories of uses and madifications
follow from the SMP Guidelines, but the detailed sub-categories are based on a variety of sources — Zoning Code,
the Regional SMP, or SMP Guidelines. Using SMP Guidelines and City zoning concepts, we have preliminarily filled
in the “cells” for discussion. We will review this chart along with a revised Preliminary Shoreline Environment
Designation Map at the Planning Commission meeting in late-February,

For reference, the permit types in the table are defined as follows:

®*  “Shoreline Substantial Development Permit or Exemption” requires a Shoreline Substantial Development

Permit or a Shoreline Exemption, and are shown as a “S” on the use and modification matrix. These are
approved at the City level. Ecology may appeal the local decision, but generally these are uses or modifications
that are more routine or that have less potential for impact, or that have detailed performance standards that
are prescribed in the SMP. An example of a typical use requiring a Substantial Development Permit could be a
trail outside the floodway.

“Conditional Uses” require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit and are shown as a “C” on the use and
modification matrix. These would be evaluated by the City and a local decision made, but Ecology would have
the fina! approval authority. {Also, it should be noted that unlisted uses that are not clearly prohibited would
be reviewed as conditional uses by default.) Conditional uses tend to be activities that may have a potential
for incompatibility or environmental impacts that require more scrutiny and preparation of project-specific
performance standards or mitigation. Possible conditional uses may include mining activities or a boat launch
if it required fill waterward of the ordinary high water mark.

“prohibited” activities, uses, developments, and modifications are not allowed and are shown as an “X” on the
use and modification matrix.

*  “Not Applicable” uses or activities are shown as “N/A” on the use and modification matrix.

QUESTIONS

As we review the Preliminary Shoreline Environment Designation map and Preliminary Use and Medification
Matrix, we would like to discuss the following with the Planning Commission:
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Do the preliminary locations of shoreline environment designations match your expectations of current and
planned land uses?

Are there particular uses or modifications you feel require more review/less review? Does it depend on
location {e.g., river vs. lake)? Where?

* Interms of shoreline uses, what would you like to see more of? What shoreline uses do you like? What's
missing?

* Are there uses or activities you believe should be prohibited in shoreline jurisdiction uplands? Are there uses
or activities that should be prohibited in just the river or lakes?

There is a balance between flexibility and certainty. For example, a community could propose fewer
use/modification categories and sub-categories and more detailed definitions, which may allow more
flexibility as activities change in nature over time (but still fit into a category). On the other hand, a community
could propose more detailed categories and subcategories of uses/modifications that synchronize more with
the Zoning Code and that provide more certainty and direction about what is allowed. What are your
viewpoints between flexibility and certainty and broad versus detailed uses and maodifications?

February 6, 2013/Updated February 18, 2013 Prepared by BERK/TWC 3



Preliminary Use and Modification Matrix — City of Yakima SMP

s > 'y
Shoreline Use or Modification - € = = g ”
= [F] [ o~ g
n b= c F-a) ]
c @ o U c =
g W " - & .
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" [ L g - N b
Key: = g O g5 S
ev‘ 'Fn = [=4 3 = 3
_ . - . . T v m g ™ o
5 = Shoreline Substantial Development Permit or Exemption o 2 S5 <
C = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit & = s
X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
Agriculture
Agricultural Activities (RCW 90.58.065) S 5 S S N/A
Agricultural Market, Agricultural Stand {Zoning} S X S X N/A
Winery and Brewery (Zoning) S X ) X N/A
Agriculture-Industrial
Agricultural Chemical Sales/Storage {Zoning} S X X X N/A
Agricultural Related Industries & Storage {(Zoning) 5 X C X N/A
Concentrated Feeding Operation (Zoning, Regional SMP} X X X X N/A
Archaeological
Interpretive Center (Regional SMP) 5 C C X X
Restoration of Historic Structures (Regional SMP) S 5 S X C
Archaeological Excavation {Regional SMP) 5 S S C C
Aquaculture
Rearing (Regional SMP) X X C C 5
Processing (Regional SMP) X X X X X
Packing & Storage (Regional SMP) See Industry/Manufacturing/Storage
Boating and Private Moorage Facilities
Boat Launches (Regional SMP}) C C C t C { C
Pier/Dock
Pier/Dock, Slr‘lgh.e-Famlly Residence Facility to Access N/A S X X 5
Watercraft (Regional SMP)
Pier/Dock for Water-Dependent Commercial, Industriai,
Aguaculture, or Recreational Use; or Public Access {Regional S 5 X X S
SMP)
Commercial and Service Uses
Retail, Trade, and Service
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines) S X S X C
Non-Water-Oriented, General (Regional SMP) s/ct X C X X
Non-Water Oriented Uses, Separated from Shoreling
. S X S X X
(Regional SMP}
Mixed use project that includes a Water Dependent
Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or Recreational Use S X S X C
(Regional SMP)
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. = > i)
Shoreline Use or Maodification - ] 2 c 2 "
= @ [ E = _&’
a = c £ o ©
5 g : Sk 2
------------------------------------------------------------------ E = g - N o
- 4] [ m E e
Key: 'u‘:n E c 2z 0 g
. ) . . = @ @ TR T
S = Shoreline Substantial Development Permit or Exemption 2s G o 2w <
C = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit & = T s
X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
Community Services (Zoning Code)
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines) S X S X C
Non-Water-Oriented, General [Regional SMP) C X C X X
Non-Water-Oriented Uses, Separated from Shoreline
(Regional SMP) S X > X L1
Mixed-use project that includes a Water-Dependent
Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or Recreational Use S X S X C
{Regional SMP})
Health and Social Service Facility (Zoning Code} S C C X X
Mixed-Use Building {Zoning)} S C C X X
Dredging and Dredge Material Disposal
Dredging for Water-Dependent Use and Public Access (Regional N/A N/A N/A c c
5MP}
Dredging for existing Navigation Uses {Regional SMP) N/A N/A N/A X C
Dredging for Habitat Restoration [Regional SMP) N/A N/A N/A S S
Dredging, Other (Regional SMP) N/A N/A N/A X X
Disposal of Dredged Material S X x/c? x/ct X
Dredging Maintenance Plan N/A N/A N/A S S
Fill
Within the CHWM N/A N/A N/A S/C2 S/’C2
Outside the OHWM (Regional SMP} s s 5 s/C? N/A
Flood Hazard Reduction Measures
Modification of Existing Flood Hazard Facilities {including 5 S S S N/A
relocation farther landward)
New Facilities C C C C N/A
Forest Practices
Forest Practices N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Industry / Manufacturing / Storage
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines) S X C X C
Non-Water-Oriented
General {Regional SMP) s/ch? X X X X
Separated from Shoreline {Regional SMP) S X C X N/A
Mixed-use project that includes a Water-Dependent
Commercial, Industrial, Aquaculture, or Recreational Use S X C X C
[Regional SMP}
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5 = sy
Shoreline Use or Modification - = e £ g w
o= 1) m —_— 1
A ) fd - =
g 2 g 25 n
------------------------------------------------------------------ € = £ >N ,Q
Key: = g U S8 ]
& s s | 3% | 3
S = Shoreline Substantial Develapment Permit or Exemption x 5 a 8 s =3
C = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit & = s
X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
In-Stream Structures
To protect public facilities C C C C N/A
To protect or restore ecological functions 5 S 5 5 N/A
To monitor flows, water quality, or other habitat characteristics S S ) 5 N/A
Other C C X X N/A
Mining1
Surface Mining {Regional SMP}) C X X X X
Underground Mining (Regional SMF) X X X X X
Mining for Habitat Restoration (Regional SMP} S S S 5 S
Recreational Development
Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines)
High-Intensity (Regional SMP) S 5 s/C? s/c s/c?
Moderate-Intensity {Regional SMP) S S S s/c? s/c?
Low-Intensity (Regional SMP) 5 ) 5 5 S
Recreation Maintenance Plan 5 ) S 5 S
Non-Water-Oriented (SMP Guidelines)
General C X C X X
Sites separated from shoreline S 5 S C N/A
indoor (Regional SMP) See Commercial and Service Uses
Residential Development
Single-Family Dwelling (Zoning Code) S S S X N/A
Accessory Dwelling Unit {Zoning Code) S S s X N/A
Duplex {Zoning Code) S C C X NfA
Multifamily Dwelling (Zoning Code} S X X X N/A
Manufactured Home Park or Subdivision outside Floodplain
{Regional SMP) > J 5 X LS
Man}lfactured Home Park or Subdivision within Floodplain ¢ c c X N/A
{Regional SMP}
Hauseboats and Over-Water Residential Uses {Regional SMP) N/A N/A N/A X X
! Note: When definitions are prepared, we will distinguish the processing of mineral materials for construction
purposes as industrial from mineral extraction, which is what is considered under the mining category.
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, = z T N
Shoreline Use or Modification = g c = -
Z G @ =& a
a o c £ ©
5 g 2 9% g
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" t o s : N u
. - ] 1 mc =
Key: £ = o z .2 i
h— T - et
5 = Shoreline Substantial Development Permit or Exemption T E -E 2 % 4
C = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit o3 =] i
X = Prohibited N/A = Not Applicable
Residential Maintenance Plan S S N/A N/A 5
Shoreline Habitat and Natural Systems Enhancement
Projects
Shoreline Habitat and Natural Systems Enhancement Projects S S S S )
Shoreline Stabilization
Hard Stabilization c C C C C
Soft Stabilization S S C C S
Repair and Replacement S 5 ) 5 S
Signs
On-premise for Authorized Use (Regional SMP) S 5 5 ) )
Off-premise (Regional SMP) S X X X X
Informational {directional, landmark, trail marker, etc.} {Regional
) S S S S
SMP)
Transportation and Parking
Access Roads Serving Permitted Uses (Regional SMP} 5 S S s/c? N/A
Highways and Freeways (Regional SMP) S S/Ca s/c? s/c? s/c?
Bridges s s/c? s/c? s/c s/c’
Transportation Maintenance Plan 5 S 5 S S
Transportation Maintenance Facilities (Regional SMP) c X C X X
Railways (Regional SMP) 5 s/c? s/c? s/c? s/c?
Parking for Authorized Use (Regional SMP) Reviewed as part of authorized use.
Park and Ride lots and Similar Stand Alone Parking {Regional
C X X X X
SMP)
Utilitles
L . Individual Shoreli -
Utl|lt.\/ Services Accessory to Individual Shoreline Projects e B R e ] U
(Regional SMP)
Utility Services to Projects outside Shoreline Jurisdiction (Regional
] S S C C
SMP}
Power Generating Facilities (Zoning Code} S/C3 X C X C
Utility Transmission Lines (Regional SMP) 5 C C C C
Utility Services, General (Zoning Code) s/ s/c? s/c’ C C
Utility Maintenance Plan S S S S 5
Wastewater Treatment Facility S X S S/C2 X
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! A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable when a non-water-oriented use provides a public
benefit, such as public access for substantial numbers of persons or shoreline ecological restoration. Otherwise, a
Shoreline Conditional Use Permit is required.

% A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable for activities that are part of a shoreline restoration plan
or when occurring on improved rights of way, levees, previously legally degraded land, or existing impervious area.
Activities not within these exceptions would require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.

? A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable for activities that expand existing facilities. New facilities
require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.

* A shoreline Conditional Use Permit is allowable for activities that are part of a shoreline restoration plan.
Otherwise, the use is prohibited.

February 6, 2013/Updated February 18, 2013 Prepared by BERK/TWC 8



CITY OF YAKIMA, SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE

Preliminary Shoreline Environment Designation — Case Studies

INTRODUCTION

The following case studies have been developed to support Planning Commission understanding and discussion of
the preliminary draft Shoreline Use and Modification Matrix. These studies are a sample of possible projects that
seemed likely based on our conversations with City staff and stakeholders. However, the studies are produced at a
high planning level, and the final outcome of these hypothetical projects would be dependent on the actual project
proposal, final environment designations map, final shoreline use and modification matrix, and the detailed
standards contained in the Shoreline Master Program.

February 21, 2013 Prepared by BERK/The Watershed Company



CITY OF YAKIMA, SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE

CASE STUDY 1: RECREATION/TRAIL RELOCATION

Location Map

Trail, north side of Berglund
Lake and continuing east

Preliminary Environment
Designations

Rotarv
4 o " L ake

W High Intansty
Shorekng Resaenbal
Urban Conservancy

Aquatc

Proposed Use or Activity Trail re-routing near Berglund Lake and Highway

Preliminary Use Matrix Moderate-Intensity Recreational Development:

Allowance Urban Conservancy environment — S (S = Substantial Development Permit)

Floodway/CMZ environment - 5/C? (C = Conditional Use Permit)

Note: 2 A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable for activities that are part
of a shoreline restoration plan or when occurring in improved rights of way, levees,
previously legally degraded land or existing impervious area. Activities not within these
exceptions would require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.

Discussion In the Floodway/CMZ, the trail re-routing would occur along previously degraded

areas and a levee.

February 21, 2013 Prepared by BERK/The Watershed Company 2




CITY OF YAKIMA, SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE

CASE STUDY 2: LAKE ASPEN SINGLE FAMILY

Location Map

Lake Aspen, Evergreen Court

Preliminary Environment
Designations

Aquate:
Fioodway/CMZ

High Intenaty
Shotekne Resdenbat
Urban Conpervancy

Proposed Use or Activity

Single-Family Expansion & Dock Replacement

Preliminary Use Matrix
Allowance

Single-Family Dwelling — §

Dock Replacement — S

Discussion Single-family home expansion is 200 square feet and set back consistent with SMP
rules.
Dock would need to meet size and materials standards established in the SMP.
February 21, 2013 Prepared by BERK/The Watershed Company 3




CITY OF YAKIMA, SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE

CASE STUDY 3: LAKE ASPEN COMMERCIAL OFFICE

Location & Photo

Commercial Office, northeast side of Lake
Aspen

Preliminary Environment Designations

Aquat

| FicodwaylCM2

§ High intensty
Shorekne Residenbal
Urban Conservancy

Proposed Use or Activity

Building expansion lateral towards southeast (no closer waterward)
and shoreline stabilization repair

Preliminary Use Matrix Allowance

Retail, Trade, and Service, Non-Water-Criented, General

High Intensity — S/C"

Note: * A shoreline substantial development parmit is allowable when a non-
water oriented use provides a public benefit such as public access or shoreline
ecological restoration. Otherwise a shoreline conditional use is required.

Shoreline Stabilization, Repair and Replacement

High Intensity - 5

Discussion

Building expansion allowed with a Shoreline Substantial Development
Permit given the existing cantilevered plaza and allowance for
employee and public use during business hours.

Repair of existing shoreline stabilization would be exempt from a
Shoreline Substantial Development Permit provided it meets the
exemption criteria.
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CITY OF YAKIMA, SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE

CASE STUDY 4: BUCHANAN LAKE INDUSTRIAL USE

Location & Photo

Central Pre-Mix, north side
of Buchanan Lake

Preliminary
Environment
Designations

Aquate
Fioodway/CMZ

% Hgh Intensity
Shoresne Rescdenpal
Urban Conservancy

Proposed Use or Activity

Expansion of an existing processing structure

Preliminary Use Matrix
Allowance

Industry / Manufacturing / Storage, Non-water-oriented, General - 5/C%2

! A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable when a non-water-oriented
use provides a public benefit, such as public access for substantial numbers of persons or
shoreline ecological restoration. Otherwise, a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit is
required.

? A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is allowable for activities that are part of a
shoreline restoration plan or when accurring on improved rights of way, levees,
previously legally degraded land, or existing impervious area. Activities not within these
exceptions would require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.

Discussion

Provided that the structure expansion would take place in already-degraded area and
recognizing safety/security concerns, as well as proximity of visual public access from the
Greenway and |-B2 to the adjacent Buchanan Lake, the work would likely take place with
a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit without additional provision of public
access or restoration. Previous Buchanan Lake restoration actions [vegetation) could
also be considered.

February 21, 2013
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YAKIMA SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM

Shoreline Jurisdiction Ownership

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENTS

The draft shoreline jurisdiction, as shown on the environment designation map dated 21 February 2013, totals
approximately 1,263 acres in the City of Yakima and its Urban Growth Area. The following tables show the
distribution of land ownership {percent) by environment designation in the entire shoreline jurisdiction {Table 1)
and further broken down by waterbody (Table 2). The ownership of parcels entirely or partially within shoreline
jurisdiction is shown on the attached map, and was extracted from City parcel owner information.

Table 1. Shoreline Jurisdiction Acreage Distribution by Ownership and Environment Designation {percent).

Floodway/ High Shoreline Urban Total % by
Owner Aquatic cmz Intensity Residential Conservancy Ownership
Private 84.4 20.4 94,5 78.0 47.6 41.4
City 01 9.8 0.1 18.6 16.6 10.0
County 7.8 27.7 0.9 0.0 118 18.8
Federal 3.5 45 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.4
WSDOT 0.6 156 3.6 0.0 4.0 9.9
WDFW 0.5 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0
WA State Parks 0.0 13.0 0.2 0.0 13.2 9.9
Other State 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 14
Greenway 31 4.7 0.0 0.0 3.4 3.6
Canal/Irrigation 0.0 01 0.3 3.5 0.0 0.3
Railroad 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.3 0.3
Total % by 9.5 57.0 7.5 7.3 18.7

Designation

The figures below graphically illustrate the distribution of overall shoreline jurisdiction by owner and the

distribution of ownership just within the Floodway/CMZ environment.

February 26, 2013
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Percent Ownership for Entire
Shoreline Jurisdiction - General

1.7

W Private
B Public
W Other

Percent Ownership for Entire Shoreline
Jurisdiction - Specific

M Private

M State

H Greenway
B Federal

B City

H County

Other
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Percent Ownership by Environment
Designation - Floodway/CMZ, General

0.4

M Private
B Public

" QOther

Percent Ownership by Environment
Designation - Floodway/CMZ, Specific

0.4

N pPrivate

N State

B Greenway
B Federal

B City

B County

Other
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Table 2. Shoreline Jurisdiction Acreage Distribution by Ownership, Environment Designation and Waterbody

{percent).
Waterbody
(Acres of [
shoreline Floodway/ High Shoreline |  Urban
jurisdiction} Owner Aquatic cMmz Intensity | Residential | Conservancy | Total
Berglund Lake [ County 1 1
{12.5 acres) Private 99 99
City 0 0
Buchanan Lake | Private 85 85
{62.8 acres) City 3 3
Private 11 1 12
Canal/lIrrigation 4 4
Cowiche Creek
i 23
{75.1 acres) City 23
Private 66 73
Lake Aspen
(1 100
(36.8 acres) Private 40 60
County 65 65
Myron Lake Private
(14.2 acres) WDFW
Yakima §reenway 27 27
Foundation
City 0 11 8 19
County 54 5 59
Naches River Private 1 7 7 15
(181.0 acres) Railroad 0
WDFW
Greenway 0 3
Willow Lake Private 37 62 1 99
{52.2 acres) WDFW 1 1
Canal/irrigation 0 0
City 0 3
County 12 0 2 15
Federal 4 1 5
Private 0 16 12 34
Yakima River
i 0
{828.5 acres) SGll[TET)
State 2
WSDOT 0 14 0 1 15
WDFW 1 1
WA State Parks 11 0 15
Greenway 4 4
February 26, 2013 Prepared by The Watershed Company/BERK 4
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