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1 .  Int roduct ion  

In accordance with the Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMA), local jurisdictions 

with shorelines of the state are required to conduct a periodic review of their Shoreline Master 

Programs (SMPs) (WAC 173-26-090). This review is intended to keep SMPs current with 

amendments to state laws or rules, changes to local plans and regulations, changes in local 

circumstances, and new or improved data and information. 

The City of Auburn (City) adopted its current SMP in 2009 (Ordinance No. 6235). In Auburn, 

the Green River and the White River are the only Shorelines of the State, and both are also 

designated Shorelines of Statewide Significance. The City’s SMP includes goals and policies, 

shoreline environment designations, and development regulations that guide the development 

and protection of these shorelines. 

As a first step in the periodic review process, The Watershed Company (Watershed) reviewed 

the current SMP for consistency with legislative amendments made since its adoption. 

Watershed staff also reviewed the current SMP for consistency with the policies in the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan, adopted in December 2015 (Ordinance No. 6584), and with the 

implementing development regulations in the Auburn Municipal Code (ACC). Finally, as the 

periodic review process represents an opportunity to revise and improve the SMP, both City 

and Watershed staff reviewed the current SMP for overall usability. 

The purpose of this gap analysis report is to provide a summary of the review and inform 

updates to the SMP. The report is organized into the following sections according to the content 

of the review: 

 Section 2 identifies gaps in the SMP’s consistency with legislative amendments. This 

analysis is based on a list of amendments between 2007 and 2017, as summarized by the 

Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and provided to the City as a 

Periodic Review Checklist. 

 Section 3 identifies gaps in consistency of the SMP with the City’s Critical Areas 

Ordinance (CAO) (ACC Chapter 16.10). The CAO was most recently updated in 2010, 

and applies to critical areas outside of shoreline jurisdiction.   

 Section 4 identifies gaps in consistency with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and with 

implementing sections of the City’s development regulations other than the CAO.  

 Section 5 identifies issues of usability noted by both City staff and residents. 
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For each section, the report presents the topic, relevant section(s) in the SMP, a summary of the 

analysis (consistency or usability), and a recommendation for revisions to the SMP. 

This report includes several tables that identify potential revision actions. Where potential 

revision actions are identified, they are classified as follows: 

 “Mandatory” indicates revisions that are required for consistency with state laws. 

 “Recommended” indicates revisions that would improve consistency with state laws, 

but are not strictly required. 

 “Optional” indicates revisions that represent ways in which the City could elect to 

amend its SMP in accordance with state laws, but that are not required or recommended 

for consistency with state laws. 

This document attempts to minimize the use of abbreviations; however, a select few are used to 

keep the document concise. These abbreviations are compiled below in Table 1. 

 Abbreviations used in this document. 

 

Abbreviation Meaning 

BAS Best available science 

CARs Critical areas regulations 

City City of Auburn 

Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

RCW Revised Code of Washington 

SMP Shoreline Master Program 

SMA Shoreline Management Act 

WAC Washington Administrative Code 

ACC Auburn City/Municipal Code 
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2.  Consi stency  wi th  Leg is lat ive  Amendments  

Table 2 summarizes mandatory and recommended revisions to the Auburn SMP based on the 

review of consistency with legislative amendments made since SMP adoption. Topics are 

organized in reverse chronological order of legislative amendments addressed. In general, 

mandatory changes to the SMP are minor in nature. The majority of them address revised rules 

with regard to SMP applicability, including updated exemption thresholds and definitions. 

Ecology has also developed new guidance on regulating nonconforming uses, structures, and 

development that could be of use to the City in clarifying the nonconformance regulations in its 

SMP. 

 Summary of gaps in consistency with legislative amendments sorted by year, and associated 
mandatory and recommended SMP revisions.  

Row Summary of change Review Action 

2017 
a.  The Washington State Office 

of Financial Management 

(OFM) adjusted the cost 

threshold for substantial 

development to $7,047. 

SMP Section 4.1 and 

definition for “Substantial 

Development” (Section 1.2) 

cite a cost threshold of 

$5,718. 

Relevant Sections: 

Definition of “Substantial 

Development” (Section 1.2, 

Page 1-13) & Section 4.1 

(Page 4-1) 

Mandatory: The cost 

threshold should be 

updated to reflect the 

current cost threshold of 

$7,047 for substantial 

development.  

b.  Ecology amended rules to 

clarify that the definition of 

“development” does not 

include dismantling or 

removing structures. 

The SMP does not clarify 

that removing structures 

does not constitute 

development. 

Relevant Section: 

Definition for 

“Development” (Section 

1.2). 

Mandatory: Revise 

definition of 

“development” to include 

Ecology’s suggested 

language: “Development” 

does not include dismantling 

or removing structures if there 

is no other associated 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

development or re-

development. 

c.  Ecology adopted rules that 

clarify exceptions to local 

review under the SMA. 

The SMP (Chapter 6, 

Section 16.08.015) adopts 

exemptions under WAC 

173-27-040 by reference, but 

does not refer to exceptions 

under WAC 173-27-044 or -

045. 

Relevant Sections: Chapter 

6, Section 16.08 & Section 

4.1. 

Mandatory: Add reference 

to statutory exceptions via 

reference to WAC 173-27-

044 and -045. 

d.  Ecology amended rules that 

clarify permit filing 

procedures consistent with a 

2011 statute. 

The SMP (Chapter 6, 

Section 16.08.015) adopts 

provisions of WAC 173-27-

130 by reference. Chapter 6, 

Section 16.08.190 references 

RCW 90.58.140. 

Relevant Sections: SMP 

Chapter 6, Sections 

16.08.015 & 16.08.190 

No change needed.  

e.  

 

Ecology amended forestry use 

regulations to clarify that 

forest practices that only 

involves timber cutting are not 

SMA “developments” and do 

not require Substantial 

Development Permits.  

Forest practices are 

prohibited in Auburn’s 

SMP for all Shoreline 

Environment Designations 

(Section 4.7.1) although the 

definition for “Forest 

Practices” (Section 1.2) does 

not clarify that timber 

cutting practices are not 

SMA developments and 

Recommended: Consider 

updating definition of 

“Forest Practices” for 

consistency with Ecology’s 

recommended language: A 

forest practice that only 

involves timber cutting is not 

a development under the act 

and does not require a 

shoreline substantial 

development permit or a 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

could potentially be 

allowed.  

Relevant Section: 

Definition of “Forest 

Practices” (Section 1.2) 

shoreline exemption. A forest 

practice that includes activities 

other than timber cutting may 

be a development under the act 

and may require a substantial 

development permit, as 

required by WAC 222-50-020. 

f.  Ecology clarified the SMA 

does not apply to lands under 

exclusive federal jurisdiction 

Auburn has no lands under 

exclusive federal 

jurisdiction (ie, National 

Parks, permanent military 

installations, etc) within 

shoreline jurisdiction. 

 

No change needed. 

g.  

 

Ecology clarified “default” 

provisions for nonconforming 

uses and development.  

The SMP establishes its 

own standards for 

nonconforming use and 

development in Section 

4.4.10, Appendix B, and 

ACC 18.54. 

Relevant Sections: Section 

4.4.10, SMP Appendix B 

(ACC 18.54), and definition 

for “Nonconforming Use 

and Development” (Section 

1.2).  

Recommended: Update 

definitions to define 

nonconforming structures, 

uses, and lots for 

consistency with the 

defintions in WAC 173-27-

080(1). 

h.  Ecology adopted rule 

amendments to clarify the 

scope and process for 

conducting periodic reviews.  

The SMP does not include a 

discussion of periodic 

reviews. 

No change needed.  
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

i.  Ecology adopted a new rule 

creating an optional SMP 

amendment process that 

allows for a shared local/state 

public comment period.  

Section 5 of the SMP 

establishes amendment 

procedure, and includes 

reference WAC 173-26.  

Relevant Section: SMP 

Section 5 

No changed needed. 

j.  Submittal to Ecology of 

proposed SMP amendments. 

SMP Section 5.1.10 

discusses transmittal of 

SMP amendments to 

Ecology.  

Relevant Section: Section 

5.1.10 

Recommended: Consider 

updating language in 

Section 5.1.10 to clarify that 

SMP amendments take 

effect 14 days after Ecology 

approval, or directly 

reference WAC 173-26-110.  

2016 
a.  

 

The Legislature created a new 

shoreline permit exemption 

for retrofitting existing 

structures to comply with the 

Americans with Disabilities 

Act. 

Chapter 6, Section 16.08.015 

adopts exemptions by 

reference to WAC 173-27-

040. 

Relevant Section: Chapter 

6, Section 16.08.015. 

No change needed. 

b.  Ecology updated wetlands 

critical areas guidance 

including implementation 

guidance for the 2014 

wetlands rating system. 

Chapter 16 ACC & SMP 

Appendix A both reference 

the 2004 wetlands rating 

system.  

Relevant Section: Chapter 

16.10.080(C), 16.10.090(E)(1) 

ACC & Appendix A 

8.1.6(C), 8.1.7(E)(1) 

Mandatory: Revise 

shoreline critical areas 

regulations to reference 

2014 wetlands rating 

system. This includes 

updating the referenced 

manual for wetland rating 

to the 2014 publication, as 

well as updating the scoring 

system in accordance with 

the 2014 system.  See 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

section 3 for further 

discussion on integration of 

critical areas regulations. 

2015 
a.  The Legislature adopted a 90-

day target for local review of 

Washington State Department 

of Transportation (WSDOT) 

projects.  

The SMP does not address 

this.  

Optional: Consider 

amending SMP to define 

special procedures for 

WSDOT projects per WAC 

173-27-125. 

2014 
a.  The Legislature raised the cost 

threshold for requiring a 

Substantial Development 

Permit (SDP) for replacement 

docks on lakes and rivers to 

$20,000 (from $10,000). 

Piers and docks are 

prohibited in Auburn’s 

SMP for all Shoreline 

Environment Designations 

(Section 4.5 & 4.6.1), 

although the definition of 

“Substantial Development” 

does reference the $10,000 

threshold for exemption. 

Chapter 16.08.015 adopts 

exemptions by reference to 

WAC 173-27-040.  

Relevant Sections: Section 

4.5, Section 4.6.1, and the 

definition for “Substantial 

Development” (Section 1.2). 

Recommended: Amend 

definition of “Substantial 

Development” to remove 

discussion of exemptions 

for docks, as it is not 

relevant in Auburn.  

b.  The Legislature created a new 

definition and policy for 

floating on-water residences 

legally established before 

7/1/2014. 

SMP Section 4.7.8(1) 

prohibits new floating on-

water residences. 

Relevant Section: Section 

4.7.8(1) 

No change needed. There 

are no existing FOWRs in 

Auburn that were legally 

established before 7/1/2014. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

2012 
a.  The Legislature amended the 

SMA to clarify SMP appeal 

procedures.  

Auburn’s SMP does not 

outline the SMP appeal 

process. 

No change needed. 

2011 
a.  Ecology adopted a rule 

requiring that wetlands be 

delineated in accordance with 

the approved federal wetland 

delineation manual. 

The current SMP CARs and 

Chapter 16 ACC reference 

the Washington state 

wetland delineation 

manual, rather than the 

approved federal 

delineation manual. 

Relevant Sections: Chapter 

6, Sections 16.10.020, 

16.10.090 ACC & Appendix 

A 8.1.2, 8.1.7(C)(1) 

Mandatory: Amend 

language of shoreline 

critical areas regulations to 

reference the approved 

federal wetland delineation 

manual. Use Ecology’s 

suggested language: 

Identification of wetlands and 

delineation of their boundaries 

shall be done in accordance 

with the approved federal 

wetland delineation manual 

and applicable regional 

supplements.  See section 3 

for further discussion on 

integration of critical areas 

regulations. 

b.  Ecology adopted rules for new 

commercial geoduck 

aquaculture. 

Not applicable: Auburn has 

no saltwater shorelines. 

Not applicable.  

c.  The Legislature created a new 

definition and policy for 

floating homes permitted or 

legally established prior to 

January 1, 2011. 

SMP Section 4.7.8(1) 

prohibits new floating on-

water residences. 

Relevant Section: Section 

4.7.8(1) 

No change needed. There 

are no existing FOWRs in 

Auburn that were legally 

established before 1/1/2011. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

d.  The Legislature authorized a 

new option to classify 

existing structures as 

conforming. 

Section 4.4.10 of the SMP 

establishes that existing 

structures may be 

maintained and repaired 

and may be enlarged or 

expanded. 

Relevant Section: Section 

4.4.10 – Regulations (1).  

Recommended: Consider 

updating language to 

clearly identify legally 

established existing 

residential structures as 

conforming. If done, 

consider updating 

definition of 

“Nonconforming Use and 

Development” to clarify 

that existing residential 

structures may be classified 

as conforming.  

See further discussion 

regarding non-conforming 

lots and structures in 

Section 5 of this report. 

2010 
a.  The Legislature adopted 

Growth Management Act – 

Shoreline Management Act 

clarifications. 

The City has already 

previously updated its 

CAO and the SMP and 

therefore addressed the 

issue of overlapping critical 

area regulations. Shoreline 

critical areas are addressed 

in Appendix A. The City’s 

SMP also includes no net 

loss provisions. 

However, the SMP does not 

indicate the 14-day rule for 

Ecology approval.   

Recommended Action: 

Update SMP to indicate that 

it is effective 14 days after 

Ecology’s approval letter. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

Relevant Sections: SMP 

Appendix A. 

2009 
a.  

 

The Legislature created new 

“relief” procedures for 

instances in which a shoreline 

restoration project within a 

UGA creates a shift in 

Ordinary High Water Mark.  

The SMP does not address 

this. 

Recommended: Reference 

relief procedure for 

shoreline restoration project 

within a UGA (WAC 173-

27-215) in Section 4.6.7, 

Shoreline Habitat and 

Natural Systems 

Enhancement Projects. 

b.  Ecology adopted a rule for 

certifying wetland mitigation 

banks.  

The current SMP CARs 

allow for off-site mitigation 

only when on-site 

mitigation is not 

scientifically feasible or 

practical. Chapter 16 ACC 

is more amenable to off-site 

mitigation, if it is the 

ecologically preferable 

alternative, and references 

potential use of mitigation 

banks or in-lieu fee 

mitigation programs. SMP 

Appendix A is more limited 

in regards to off-site 

mitigation options than 

Chapter 16 ACC. 

Relevant Section: Chapter 

16.10.110 ACC & Appendix 

A 8.1.9 

Recommended: Per City 

preference, remove 

Appendix A from the SMP 

and rely solely on reference 

to ACC 16.10 for critical 

areas regulations in 

shoreline jurisdiction. This 

would make the wetland 

mitigation bank allowances 

in ACC 16.10 applicable in 

shoreline jurisdiction.  See 

section 3 for further 

discussion on integration of 

critical areas regulations.  
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

c.  The Legislature added 

moratoria authority and 

procedures to the SMA. 

The SMP does not address 

this.  

Optional: Consider 

addressing moratoria 

authority. See below for 

Ecology’s suggested code 

language. 

2007 
a.  

 

 

The Legislature clarified 

options for defining 

"floodway" as either the area 

that has been established in 

FEMA maps, or the floodway 

criteria set in the SMA. 

The SMP definition of 

“Floodway” (Section 1.2) 

appears to be a combination 

of the FEMA mapped 

definition of floodway and 

the SMA floodway 

definition. Both 

components are consistent 

with the two options 

provided by Ecology. 

Relevant Section: 

Definition of “Floodway” 

(Section 1.2) 

Optional: Consider 

updating definition of 

“Floodway” to be wholly 

consistent with one of 

Ecology’s options for 

definition. See below for 

Ecology’s suggested 

language.  

b.  Ecology amended rules to 

clarify that comprehensively 

updated SMPs shall include a 

list and map of streams and 

lakes that are in shoreline 

jurisdiction.  

Section 3.5 addresses 

jurisdictional waterbodies 

and mapping. 

No change needed.  Update 

maps as necessary. 

c.  Ecology’s rule listing statutory 

exemptions from the 

requirement for an SDP was 

amended to include fish 

habitat enhancement projects 

that conform to the provisions 

of RCW 77.55.181. 

Chapter 6, Section 16.08.015 

of the SMP references WAC 

173-27-040 for exemptions.  

Relevant Section: Chapter 

6, Section 16.08.015  

No change needed. 
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Example Code Language  

2009.c –  Moratoria Authority 

(X) Moratoria authority and requirements  

(1) The City has authority to adopting a moratorium control or other interim control on 

development under RCW 90.58.590.  

(2) Before adopting the moratorium must:  

(i) Hold a public hearing on the moratorium or control;  

(ii) Adopt detailed findings of fact that include, but are not limited to justifications for 

the proposed or adopted actions and explanations of the desired and likely outcomes;  

(iii) Notify the department of Ecology of the moratorium or control immediately after its 

adoption. The notification must specify the time, place, and date of any public hearing.  

(b) The public hearing must be held within sixty days of the adoption of the 

moratorium or control.  

(3) A moratorium or control adopted under this section may be effective for up to six months if a 

detailed work plan for remedying the issues and circumstances necessitating the moratorium or 

control is developed and made available for public review.  

(4) A moratorium or control may be renewed for one or more six-month period if the City 

complies with the requirements in subsection (2) above before each renewal. 

2007.a –  Options for Defining Floodway  

Option 1. If a local government elects to use FEMA maps to define the floodway, 

Ecology recommends the SMP include the following definition:  

"Floodway" means the area that has been established in effective federal emergency management 

agency flood insurance rate maps or floodway maps. The floodway does not include lands that can 

reasonably be expected to be protected from flood waters by flood control devices maintained by or 

maintained under license from the federal government, the state, or a political subdivision of the 

state.  

Option 2. If the SMA floodway is used, the definition in the SMP should be consistent 

with RCW 90.58.030(2)(b)(ii).  
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The SMA floodway “…consists of those portions of a river valley lying streamward from the 

outer limits of a watercourse upon which flood waters are carried during periods of flooding that 

occur with reasonable regularity, although not necessarily annually, said floodway being 

identified, under normal condition, by changes in surface soil conditions or changes in types or 

quality of vegetative ground cover condition, topography, or other indicators of flooding that 

occurs with reasonable regularity, although not necessarily annually.”  
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3.  Consi stency  wi th  Cr i t i ca l  Areas  Ordinance  

The City’s SMP alone provides protection for critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction, and the 

current SMP regulates critical areas in shoreline jurisdiction through a blanket reference to ACC 

16.10 and the adoption of shoreline critical areas regulations in Appendix A. Elsewhere 

throughout the City, critical areas are regulated solely by the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance 

(CAO), codified in Chapter 16 ACC in 2005 and last updated in 2010. The critical areas 

regulations in Appendix A are a subset of the applicable sections from Chapter 16 ACC that 

were in place at the time of SMP adoption in 2009. The minimal time between when both sets of 

critical areas regulations were last updated has resulted in little inconsistency between the way 

critical areas are regulated inside and outside of shoreline jurisdiction.  

The City has decided to remove Appendix A from the SMP and rely solely on a reference to 

ACC 16.10 to regulate critical areas in shoreline jurisdiction. This entails updating the reference 

in the SMP to cite a specific, dated CAO, as well as clarifying exclusions for sections of the CAO 

that are inconsistent with the SMA or out-of-date with respect to current SMA requirements 

and shall not apply in shoreline jurisdiction. However, both sets of regulations are currently 

outdated in several areas relative to the best available science and current guidance. 

Inconsistencies between critical areas regulations in Appendix A of the SMP, Chapter 16 ACC, 

and current guidance include wetland rating systems, wetland delineation methods, stream 

typing, and wetland buffers.  

Table 3 below summarizes issues to be resolved in order to incorporate the City’s CAO into the 

updated SMP. The table is organized by critical areas regulations subject area. A more detailed 

discussion follows Table 3. 

 Issues to be resolved to integrate the City’s CAO into the updated SMP 

# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Action 

Applicability 

1 Incorporating ACC 16.10 

(CAO) by Reference 

Review: 

Section 4.4.4 Critical Areas adopts the 

provisions of ACC 16.10 by reference 

as shoreline critical areas regulations. 

The current reference to ACC 16.10 

does not cite a specific, dated Critical 

Areas Ordinance, but rather includes 

a blanket reference. The SMP also 

establishes that “Provisions of the 

Critical Areas standards that are not 

consistent with the Shoreline 

Recommended: In the updated 

SMP, reference a specific, 

dated Critical Areas Ordinance. 

Ensure its clear which sections 

of the CAO shall not apply in 

shoreline jurisdiction. See 

additional discussion below for 

examples on effectively 

incorporating a CAO into an 

SMP. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Action 

Management Act Chapter, 90.58 

RCW, and supporting Washington 

Administrative Code chapters shall 

not apply in shoreline jurisdiction.” 

The City has expressed an interest in 

removing Appendix A from the SMP 

and relying solely on reference to ACC 

16.10 for shoreline CARs. The 

Shoreline CARs in Appendix A do not 

include sections from Chapter 16 ACC 

on applicability, reasonable use 

provisions, variances, and special 

exemptions for public agencies and 

utilities. In removing Appendix A, the 

language in the SMP could more 

explicitly define what sections of the 

CARs are not applicable in shoreline 

jurisdiction. 

 

Current SMP: 

 Section 4.4.4(page 4-9) 

 Appendix A 

 

Auburn Municipal Code: 

 16.10 

2 Amendments to the Growth 

Management Act and 

Shoreline Management Act 

clarified that critical areas in 

shorelines must be regulated 

to “assure no net loss of 

shoreline ecological function” 

as provided in 

Ecology’s SMP Guidelines. 

Review: 

In the context of critical areas, Section 

4.4.3 Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation states that “All shoreline 

use and development should be 

carried out in a manner that avoids 

and minimizes adverse impacts so 

that the resulting ecological condition 

does not become worse than the 

current condition. This means 

assuring no net loss of ecological 

functions and processes and 

protecting critical areas designated in 

Appendix A, Chapter 16.10 ‘Critical 

Areas’ that are located in the 

shoreline.” Section 4.4.4. Critical 

Areas establishes a policy of no net 

loss of wetland area and functions, 

but this could be broadened to state 

that the critical areas policy is to 

Optional: Revise language in 

Section 4.4.4 to clarify that 

critical areas in shorelines are 

regulated to assure no net loss 

of “shoreline ecological 

functions” rather than 

“wetland area and functions.” 

Replace policy 3 with the 

following language: Preserve, 

protect, restore, and/or 

mitigate critical areas within 

and associated with the City’s 

shorelines to achieve no net 

loss of shoreline ecological 

functions. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Action 

assure no net loss of any shoreline 

ecological function. 

 

Current SMP: 

 Section 4.4.3 (page 4-7) and 4.4.4 

(page 4-8) 

Wetlands 

3 Ecology modified its wetland 

buffer guidance in 2014 and 

again in 2018. 

Review: 

The current SMP CARs specify 

minimum and maximum wetland 

buffers based on wetland category as 

determined by the 2004 Ecology 

wetland rating system. The resulting 

buffer widths identified in the current 

SMP are not consistent with recent 

Ecology guidance published in 2018. 

See discussion and Table 4 below for 

additional details.  

 

Current SMP: 

 Section 4.4.5  

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.6(C) & 

8.1.7(E)(1)   

 ACC 16.10.080(C) & 16.10.090(E)(1) 

Mandatory: Revise SMP 

Appendix A to reference 2014 

wetland rating system. 

 

Recommended: Revise wetland 

buffer provisions in the SMP 

CARs to be consistent with 

current Ecology guidance 

related to habitat scores and 

wetland buffers. Update SMP 

Section 4.4.5 to reflect updated 

buffer widths. 

4 Approved wetland 

delineation method. 

Review: 

The current SMP CARs and Chapter 16 

ACC reference the Washington state 

wetland delineation manual, rather 

than the approved federal delineation 

manual. 

 

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.2 & 8.1.7(C)(1) 

 ACC 16.10.020 & 16.10.090(C)(1) 

Mandatory: Update shoreline 

critical areas regulations to 

reference the approved federal 

delineation manual and 

applicable regional 

supplement. 

 

5 Variation of wetland buffer 

widths 

Review:  

The current SMP CARs include allow 

for reduction of wetland buffer 

widths up to 35% if the applicant 

proposes to enhance a degraded 

buffer. However, per Ecology 

guidance, the BAS-based buffer 

Recommended: To align with 

BAS and Ecology guidance, 

revise SMP Appendix A, Section 

16.10.090(E)(1)(b), to allow 

buffer averaging rather than 

buffer reduction, and limit that 

averaging to 75% of the 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Action 

widths proposed in this report 

assume that the buffer is vegetated 

with native plants, and if not, the 

buffer should either be planted or 

widened to ensure that adequate 

buffer function is provided. That is, 

the buffer widths proposed in this 

report represent the minimum 

necessary, per BAS, to protect 

wetland functions. As a result, 

Ecology guidance recommends buffer 

averaging, with up to a 25% reduction 

of buffer width and no reduction of 

total buffer area, rather than buffer 

reduction to provide flexibility and 

accommodate site constraints. The 

current SMP CARs allow for buffer 

averaging including up to a 35% 

reduction in buffer width. 

 

Current SMP: 

Section 4.4.5  

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.7(E)(1)(b) 

 ACC 16.10.080(E)(1)(b) 

standard buffer width. Update 

SMP Section 4.4.5 to reflect 

updated buffer variation 

provisions. 

 

 

Water Typing and Stream Buffers 

6 Updated water typing 

system. 

Review:  

SMP Appendix A and Chapter 16 ACC 

both establish a stream classification 

system to rate streams from Class I to 

Class IV.  

 

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.6(D) 

 ACC 16.10.080(D) 

Recommended: Update SMP 

Appendix A to reflect updated 

water typing system as defined 

in WAC 222-16-030. 

 

Future recommendation: 

Update Chapter 16 ACC to 

reflect updated water typing 

system as defined in WAC 222-

16-030. 

7 Stream buffers Review:  

The SMP, Appendix A, and Chapter 16 

ACC are all consistent with each other 

in regards to stream buffer provisions. 

The CARs in Appendix A and Chapter 

16 ACC establish a buffer width of 100 

feet for shorelines of the state, while 

the SMP establishes a 100 foot buffer 

in the Shoreline Residential and 

Recommended: Update stream 

buffer provisions in the SMP 

and Appendix A for consistency 

with current best available 

science. A wide range of 

stream buffer widths are 

recommended by BAS, 

depending on the target 

functions and buffer condition. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Action 

Urban Conservancy environments, 

but a 200 foot buffer in the Natural 

environment. However, SMP 

Appendix A, Section establishes that 

either the SMP buffer or the CAR 

buffer, whichever is larger, shall 

apply, eliminating potential 

inconsistencies between the two 

provisions. While stream buffer 

provisions are consistent across these 

documents, they are outdated in 

regards to the best available science. 

Current buffer provisions can be 

found in Table 7 below, alongside a 

range of sample buffer widths based 

on BAS and provisions from other 

jurisdictions. 

 

Current SMP: 

 Section 4.4.2 & 4.4.5 

 

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.7(E)(2)   

 ACC 16.10.090(E)(2) 

A range of buffer widths based 

on BAS and the provisions in 

place in other jurisdictions is 

shown in Table 7. 

 

Future recommendation: 

Update stream buffer 

provisions in Chapter 16 ACC 

for consistency with current 

best available science. 

8 Variation of stream buffer 

widths 

Review: 

The current SMP CARs include allow 

for reduction of wetland buffer 

widths up to 35% if the applicant 

proposes to enhance a degraded 

buffer. Based on the functions that 

different widths of buffers provide, 

fish bearing streams should remain as 

close to 100 feet as possible. 

Reductions of up to 25% are likely to 

provide adequate protection for most 

small stream channels.  

 

Current SMP: 

 Section 4.4.5  

 

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.7(E)(2)(e) 

 ACC 16.10.080(E)(2)(e) 

Recommended: To align with 

BAS and Ecology guidance, 

revise SMP Appendix A, Section 

16.10.090(E)(2)(e), to allow 

buffer averaging limited to a 

25% reduction of the standard 

buffer width, in conjunction 

with adoption of updated 

stream buffer widths per the 

recommendations in this 

report. Update SMP Section 

4.4.5 to reflect updated buffer 

variation provisions. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Action 

Flood Hazard Areas 

9 Reference to Chapter 15 ACC 

on Flood Hazard Areas 

Review: 

SMP Appendix A 8.1.1(B)(6) 

references the “Draft Mill Creek Flood 

Control Plan” while Chapter 16 ACC 

references Chapter 15 ACC for 

policies related to Flood Hazard 

Areas. 

 

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.1(B)(6) 

 ACC 16.10.010(B)(6) 

Recommended: Remove 

Appendix A from the SMP and 

adopt ACC 16.10 by reference. 

See discussion below for 

additional information.  

Definitions 

10 

 

Updates to definitions in 

Critical Areas Regulations. 

Review:  

The definitions in both Chapter 16 

ACC and SMP Appendix A have out-of-

date definitions, or are lacking 

definitions, for the following terms: 

 Wetland 

 Geologic Hazard Areas/Geologically 

Hazardous Areas 

 Fish & Wildlife Habitat Conservation 

Areas 

 Delineation Manual 

 

Current SMP CARs (SMP Appendix A 

& Chapter 16.10 ACC): 

 SMP Appendix A 8.1.2 

 ACC 16.10.020 

Recommended: Revise the 

definition for “Delineation 

Manual” to reference the 

approved federal delineation 

manual. Revise the definitions 

for “Wetland”, “Geologic 

Hazard Areas”, and “Fish and 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation 

Areas” for consistency with 

definitions in RCW 36.70A.030. 

1 This column attempts to capture the primary relevant location(s) of content related to the item described in 

the Summary of Change column; however, due to length of the SMP, all relevant locations may not be listed.   
2 Locations in italics indicate that the location does not actually address the specific content described in the 

Summary of Change column; these locations are listed to indicate where generally related content is found. 

 

Adopting the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance (ACC 16.10) by Reference 

The current SMP both references ACC 16.10 for Critical Areas Regulations and includes 

portions of ACC 16.10 as Appendix A in the SMP. The City has expressed an interest in 

removing Appendix A from the SMP and relying solely on reference to ACC 16.10 to regulate 

critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction. However, CAOs typically include regulations that 

are inconsistent with the Shoreline Management Act, including reasonable use exceptions, 
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administrative exemptions, and waivers. Other administrative provisions which are authorized 

by the Growth Management Act, including appeals, permits, penalties, and enforcement, are 

also not applicable in shoreline jurisdiction. As a result, the City does not have the option of 

referencing its entire CAO in the SMP. 

In order for the City to adopt ACC 16.10 by reference in the SMP, the reference must be to a 

specific, dated version of the CAO and must exclude sections of the CAO that do not apply in 

shoreline jurisdiction. The SMP currently includes a blanket reference to ACC 16.10 and does 

not cite a specific, dated CAO. Additionally, the current SMP includes general exclusionary 

statements in regards to ACC 16.10. The City may wish to more explicitly cite exclusions from 

the referenced CAO to improve clarity and usability in shoreline jurisdiction. 

Below are examples of how other the City of Marysville, Whatcom County, and the City of 

Redmond have effectively incorporated a CAO into their SMPs. 

City of Marysvi l le  

The Marysville Critical Areas Regulations, as codified in Chapter 19.24 MMC (dated May 2nd, 

2005, Ordinance #2571), are herein incorporated into this master program, except as noted 

below. 

Exceptions to the applicability of Marysville Critical Areas Regulations in Shoreline Jurisdiction 

in the instances specified below.  

1. If provisions of the Critical Areas Regulations and other parts of the master program conflict, 

the provisions most protective of the ecological resource shall apply, as determined by the City.  

2. Provisions of the Critical Areas Regulations that are not consistent with the Shoreline 

Management Act Chapter, 90.85 RCW, and supporting Washington Administrative Code 

chapters shall not apply in Shoreline jurisdiction. 

3. The provisions of Marysville Critical Areas Regulations do not extend Shoreline Jurisdiction 

beyond the limits specified in this SMP. For regulations addressing critical area buffer areas that 

are outside Shoreline Jurisdiction, see Marysville Critical Areas Regulations.  

4. Provisions of Marysville Critical Area Regulations that include a “reasonable use 

determination” shall not apply within Shoreline Jurisdiction. Specifically,  

• The sentence in MMC 19.24.020 referring to reasonable use determination does not 

apply.  
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• MMC Section 19.24.420 does not apply. 

5. Provisions of Marysville Critical Areas Regulations relating to variance procedures and 

criteria do not apply in Shoreline Jurisdiction. Within Shoreline Jurisdiction, the purpose of a 

variance permit is strictly limited to granting relief from specific bulk, dimensional or 

performance standards set forth in the applicable master program where there are extraordinary 

circumstances relating to the physical character or configuration of property such that the strict 

implementation of the master program will impose unnecessary hardships on the applicant or 

thwart the policies set forth in RCW 90.58.020. Specifically,  

• MMC section 19.24.320(2) shall not apply.  

Variance procedures and criteria shall be established in this SMP, Chapter 8 Section B and in 

Washington Administrative Code WAC 173-27-170.4. Environmental Impacts.  

6. Criteria (b) and (c) describing exceptions for approved plats and legally created lots in MMC 

section 19.24.330(7) shall not apply, except where adjacent to the QWULOOLT Restoration 

Project. 

Whatcom County 

A. The Whatcom County Critical Areas Ordinance, WCC 16.16 (Ordinance No. 2005- 00068, 

dated Sept 30, 2005, and as amended on February 27, 2007) is hereby adopted in whole as a part 

of this Program, except that the permit, non-conforming use, appeal and enforcement provisions 

of the Critical Areas Ordinance (WCC 16.16.270-285) shall not apply within shoreline 

jurisdiction. All references to the Critical Area Ordinance WCC 16.16 (CAO) are for this specific 

version 

City of Redmond 

(1) Shoreline Master Program Regulations. The following regulations shall constitute the 

Redmond Shoreline Master Program development regulations  

(a) RCDG 20D.150, Shoreline Regulations  

(b) RCDG 20D.140, Critical Areas (Ord. 2259, dated May 28, 2005), with the exception 

of the following subsections:  

(i) 20D.140.10-030, Exemptions  

(ii) 20D.140.10-060, Permit Process and Application Requirements  

(iii) 20D.140.10-170, Buffer Width Variances  

(iv) 20D.140.10-190, Reasonable Use Provision  

(v) 20D.140.10-200, Public Project Reasonable Use Provision  

(vi) 20D.140.20-020(6), (7), Stream Buffer Width Averaging  
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(vii) 20D.140.20-020(8), Clearing and Grading in Outer Buffer  

(viii) 20D.140.20-020(10), Expansion of Nonconformity in Stream Buffer  

(ix) 20D.140.20-030, Alteration of Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas  

(x) 20D.140.60-030, Alteration of Geologically Hazardous Areas – Generally  

(xi) 20D.140.60-040, Alteration of Geologically Hazardous Areas  

(xii) 20D.140.70, Procedures 

 

(2) In the event of any conflict between these regulations and any other regulations of the City, 

the regulations that provide greater protection of the shoreline natural environment and aquatic 

habitat shall prevail. 

In order to adopt ACC 16.10 by reference, the City will also need to ensure that required 

updates shoreline crticial areas regulations, in particular adopting the 2014 wetlands rating 

system and the approved federal wetland delineation manual, are applied to the updated SMP. 

This would be most simply and efficiently accomplished by excluding those out-of-date sections 

of the CAO in the SMP, and then including updated regulations to apply only in shoreline 

jurisdiction within the body of the SMP itself.  

Wetlands 

SMP Appendix A and Chapter 16.10 ACC both refer to the “Washington State Wetlands Rating 

System for Western Washington, (Washington State Department of Ecology, August 2004, 

Publication #04-06-025).” Ecology updated this rating system in June of 2014. The current BAS-

based wetland rating system is the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western 

Washington (Hruby 2014, Ecology publication No. 14-06-029). Using reference wetlands, Ecology 

calibrated the updated 2014 wetland rating system to maintain roughly the same distribution of 

wetland categories that were present under the prior 2004 rating system. A comparison sample 

of the distribution of wetland categories under the old and new rating systems is provided in 

Table 4 below (Hruby 2014). 

 Number of sampled wetlands in each category based on their score for functions. 

Category 2004 Rating System 2014 Rating System 

I 13 11 

II 52 44 

III 39 49 
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IV 7 7 

The substantive changes to the wetland rating system are: 1) a High, Medium, or Low ranking 

for each function instead of numeric scores; and 2) the opportunity section was replaced with 

two new sections: landscape potential and value. The shift to a High, Medium, Low ranking 

scheme was prompted by a statistical analysis of wetland rating data, which indicated that the 

rapid-assessment wetland rating tool is not scientifically accurate beyond a qualitative ranking. 

As a result of this change, the total point range changed from 0-100 to 9-27 (Hruby 2014), with 

nine possible points each for water quality, hydrologic, and habitat functions.  

In July 2018, Ecology again updated its guidance for wetland buffers. The change in guidance is 

the result of Ecology’s continued evaluation of the 2014 wetland rating system as it relates to the 

2004 wetland rating system. The wetland buffers referenced in the SMP and in Chapter 16 ACC 

are consistent with each other, but both are outdated related to the best available science and 

Ecology’s most recent guidance.  

The updated guidance provides alternatives to buffer tables based solely on wetland category to 

provide a balance of predictability and flexibility while being easy to use and protecting 

wetland functions and values. The preferred alternative includes variable buffer widths based 

on wetland category and habitat score, according to the updated rating system, as shown in 

Table 5 below. While the updated guidance does allow for continuing the practice of applying 

wetland buffers based solely on wetland category, this option provides the least flexibility, as 

buffers must be large enough for each category to protect the most sensitive wetlands from the 

most damaging impacts. Likewise, the updated guidance includes alternatives for variable 

buffer widths based on the intensity of adjacent land use, although this is not widely 

recommended for cities as most urban land uses are likely to be moderate or high intensity.  

Under the preferred alternative of variable buffer widths based on wetland category and habitat 

score, projects that can mitigate the impacts and disturbances associated with surrounding land 

use may be eligible for reductions in required buffer widths. Table 6 lists impact-minimization 

measures which, when implemented in combination with a wildlife corridor to adjacent priority 

habitats where applicable, allow an applicant to reduce the standard buffer widths by up to 25 

percent (Ecology 2016). The resulting standard buffer widths range according to habitat score 

from 75 to 225 feet for Category I and II wetlands and from 60 to 225 feet for Category III 

wetlands, and are 40 feet for Category IV wetlands. 

To align the SMP guidance with the updated guidance, we recommend updating the Shoreline 

Critical Areas Regulations to reference the 2014 wetland rating system and to follow Ecology’s 

new guidance for wetland buffer widths. There are several discrepancies between the buffer 

widths currently in SMP Appendix A and the updated guidance. This comparison is shown in 
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Table 5 below. The City should also consider updating Chapter 16 ACC at the next CAO update 

to avoid buffers being applied inconsistently throughout Auburn based on project location. 

Table 5 shows the different buffer widths under SMP Appendix A, Chapter 16 ACC, and 

Ecology’s most recent guidance. 

 Wetland buffer widths (in feet) under Chapter 16 ACC/SMP Appendix A and Ecology’s most 
recent guidance 

 

 Wetland buffer impact minimization measures, per Ecology’s most recent guidance 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

High Moderate Low High Moderate Low

1 100 200 300 150 100 225 110 75

2 50 100 300 150 100 225 110 75

3 25 50 300 150 80 225 110 60

4 25 30 50 40

Without minimization measures With minimization measures

Category Min Max

Chapter 16 ACC & SMP Appendix A

Habitat Score Habitat Score

Proposed Per 2018 Ecology Guidance 

Disturbance Required Measures to Minimize Impacts

Lights *Direct lights aways from wetland

*Locate activity that generates noise away from wetland

*If warranted, enhance existing buffer with native vegetation plantings adjacent to noise source

*For activities that generate relatively continuous, potentially disruptive noise, such as certain heavy 

industry or mining, establish an additional 10' heavily vegetated buffer strip immediately adjacent to the 

outer wetland buffer*Route all new, untreated runoff away from wetland while ensuring wetland is not dewatered

*Establish covenants limiting use of pesticides within 150 ft of wetland

*Apply integrated pest management

*Retrofit stormwater detention and treatment for roads and existing adjacent development

*Prevent channelized flow from lawns that directly enters the buffer

*Use Low Intensity Development techniques (for more information refer to the drainage ordinance and 

manual)Change in 

water regime

*Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into buffer new runoff from impervious surfaces and new lawns

*Use privacy fencing OR plant dense vegetation to delineate buffer edge and to discourage disturbance 

using vegetation appropriate for the ecoregion

*Place wetland and its buffer in a separate tract or protect with a conservation easement

Dust *Use best management practices to control dust

Stormwater 

runoff

Noise

Toxic runoff

Pets and 

human 

disturbance
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Streams 

SMP Appendix A and Chapter 16 ACC both establish a water typing system that classifies 

stream from Class I to Class 4. This classification system and criteria are inconsistent with 

current BAS, and we recommend that the City adopt the Washington State Department of 

Natural Resources (WDNR) Forest Practices water typing system, as established in WAC 222-

16-030. The WDNR system is widely accepted across most jurisdictions in Washington. 

A wide range of stream buffer widths are recommended by BAS, depending on the target 

functions and buffer conditions. Buffer continuity and vegetative quality are important factors 

in determining buffer widths. Current stream buffer requirements under SMP Appendix A and 

Chapter 16 ACC are consistently below the ranges recommended by BAS. Based on the 

functions that different widths of buffers provide, fish bearing stream buffers should be a 

minimum of 100 feet, although buffer averaging may be allowed to reduce these buffers to as 

low as 75 feet.  

Table 7 below provides a comparison of current water typing and buffer widths alongside the 

proposed WDNR water typing system and a summary of buffer width ranges derived from 

BAS and other local jurisdictions. 

 Stream buffer provisions under Chapter 16 ACC/SMP Appendix A, SMP, and BAS, 
including an updated water typing system 

  

1 (Shorelines) 100* Type S 115-165

2 (Fish bearing) 75 Type F 100-165

3 (Non-fish bearing) 25 Type Np 50-65

4 (Swales and small channels) 25 Type Ns 50-65

*Buffers are 200 feet under the Natural Shoreline Environment Designation

Chapter 16 ACC & SMP Appendix A

Stream Class
Buffer 

Width
Stream Type

Buffer 

Width

Sample Buffer Ranges and Updated Water 

Typing
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4.  Consi stency  wi th  Comprehens ive  P lan  and Other  
Development  Regulat ions.  

Table 4 summarizes recommended revisions to the Auburn SMP, Auburn Municipal Code, and 

the Auburn Comprehensive Plan based on a review of consistency between the three 

documents. The Auburn Comprehensive Plan does not contain a specific Shoreline Element and 

does not establish policies related to shorelines. There are very few references to shorelines or 

the SMP, with the only references of note occurring in Appendix H, the Auburn Community 

Vision document.  The lack of reference to shoreline policies, the SMP, and critical areas policies 

in the Comprehensive Plan results in very little opportunity for inconsistency between the 

documents, and no changes to the SMP are recommended to ensure consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan at this time.  

Important sections of the Auburn Municipal Code, particularly those pertaining to Land 

Clearing, Filling, and Grading, and Environmental Review, directly reference shoreline 

management jurisdiction or adopt provisions of the SMP by reference, which is a useful 

measure to strengthen application of the SMP and improve clarity in regards to the applicability 

of shoreline regulations. Title 18 of ACC, the Auburn Zoning Code, may be a section that could 

benefit from a direct reference to the SMP. While the SMP clearly states that in the case of any 

discrepancies between the City’s zoning code and the SMP, the provisions of the SMP and SMA 

shall prevail, there is no such language in Title 18 of the ACC. 

 Summary of recommended SMP, ACC, and Comprehensive Plan revisions to improve 
consistency. 

# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

1 Consistency between Auburn 

Zoning Code and the SMP 

Section 4.7.8 of the SMP states that 

“In the case of discrepancy between 

the requirements of this Master 

Program and the City’s Zoning Code, 

or other regulations, consistency with 

the SMP, the SMA, and its provisions 

shall prevail.” Title 18 of the ACC does 

not contain similar language. In the 

north end of the City, along the Green 

River, there are some instances of 

land zoned R-1, R-5, and R-7 lying 

within the Urban Conservancy 

shoreline jurisdiction, rather than the 

Shoreline Residential shoreline 

jurisdiction. 

 

Consider incorporating 
reference to the SMP or the 
SMA into Title 18 during the 
next CAO update to further 
clarify the applicability of SMP 
regulations in cases of 
inconsistency between the 
SMP and the City’s zoning 
code.  

Additional discussion and 
collaboration with City of 
Auburn staff is necessary to 
identify options for addressing 
issues of residential zoning in 
the Urban Conservancy 
shoreline jurisdiction. This can 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

Current SMP 

 Section 4.7.8 

 

Auburn Municipal Code 

 Title 18 

include possible text 
amendments to avoid a 
complete re-designation 
process. 

1 This column attempts to capture the primary relevant location(s) of content related to the item described in 

the Summary of Change column; however, due to length of the SMP, all relevant locations may not be listed.   
2 Locations in italics indicate that the location does not actually address the specific content described in the 

Summary of Change column; these locations are listed to indicate where generally related content is found. 
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5.  Staff  Recommendat ions  & Other  I ssues  for  
Considerat ion  

City of Auburn Planning staff have also proposed modifications to the SMP, Appendix A, and 

Chapter 16 ACC. The proposed changes, rationale, and input from The Watershed Company 

are included in Table 5.    

 Staff recommended changes to SMP 

# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

1 Fences in the Floodway in 

Shoreline Jurisdiction 

Review: 

City planning staff expressed 

interest in addressing the issue of 

fencing proposals within the 

floodway. The current SMP 

establishes that no fence shall 

extend waterward of the OHWM 

and that fences waterward of 

houses shall be limited to four feet 

in height or less, but does not 

address issues of fence building 

within the floodway. 

 

Current SMP: 

 Section 4.7.8(10) 

Recommended: Consider updating 

language such that newly 

proposed fences shall be 

prohibited in the floodway. 

Additionally, for instances where 

floodway boundaries change, 

legally permitted fence structures 

can be maintained and repaired in 

place, while replacement fences 

should be required to conform to 

the provisions of the SMP and be 

relocated outside of the floodway. 

2 Nonconforming provisions of 

the SMP 

Review: 

City planning staff have identified 

nonconforming residential lots, 

including 8 vacant lots, which are 

currently very difficult to build 

upon based on the current 

nonconforming provisions of the 

SMP. The SMP does currently 

allow for some expansion of 

single-family residential structures 

and appurtenances, but 

nonconforming undeveloped lots 

may only be developed if they 

conform to current SMP 

provisions. No provisions for 

‘breaking’ the shoreline buffer at a 

road or levee exist in the SMP. As 

discussed in the legislative 

amendments in Section 2 above, 

there is an option to legally classify 

Additional coordination with City 

of Auburn staff and Ecology is 

required to further develop 

recommendations for easing the 

burden of the nonconforming 

provisions of the SMP on the 

parcels in question.  See the 

Technical Memo regarding 

Potential Amendments to 

Nonconforming Lot and Structure 

Provisions (January 2019) for 

additional information. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

existing residential structures as 

conforming. 

 

Current SMP 

 Section 4.4.10 

 

Auburn Municipal Code 

 ACC 18.54 

 Outdated References Review: 

City staff have noted several 

outdated references throughtout 

the SMP document. These include 

references to the following: 

 ACC 18.50.030 

 RCW 43.51 

 RCW 15.57 

 WAC 232-12-297 

 RCW 75.20 

 

Current SMP: 

 1.2 (Definitions) 

 4.4.2 

 4.4.8 

 4.4.9 

Recommended: Update references 

as shown below: 

 ACC 18.50.030: Update to 

reference ACC 18.50.045 

 RCW 43.51: Remove reference 

 RCW 15.57: Update to 

reference RCW 15.58 

 WAC 232-12-297: Update to 

reference WAC 173-26-

221(2)(iv) 

 RCW 75.20: Update to 

reference RCW 77.55 

 Removal of Chapter 6 – 

Shoreline Management 

Administrative and 

Permitting Procedures 

Review:  

City staff have expressed an 

interest in removing the text from 

Chapter 6, and relying solely on a 

reference to ACC 16.08 for 

Shoreline Management 

Administrative and Permitting 

Procedures. 

 

Current SMP: 

 Chapter 6 

 

Auburn Municipal Code: 

 16.08 

Recommended: Per City 

preference, remove text from 

Chapter 6 and include only a 

reference to ACC 16.08 for 

Shoreline Management 

Administrative Permitting 

Procedures. 

 Removal of Appendix B – ACC 

18.54 Nonconforming 

Structures, Land, and Use  

Review:  

The SMP both references ACC 

18.54 for regulations related to 

nonconforming structures, land, 

and use, and contains the text of 

ACC 18.54 in Appendix B. The SMP 

also contains some shoreline 

Recommended: Per City 

preference, remove Appendix B 

and rely only on Section 4.4.10 

and reference to ACC 18.54 for 

policies and regulations related to 

nonconforming structures, land, 

and use in shoreline jurisdiction.  
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

specific policies and regulations 

related to nonconformity in 

Section 4.4.10. The City has 

expressed an interest in removing 

Appendix B from the SMP and 

relying solely on a reference to 

ACC 18.54 and the provisions in 

Section 4.4.10 to provide policies 

and regulations related to 

nonconforming structures, land, 

and use in shoreline jurisdiction.  

 

Current SMP: 

 4.4.10 

 Appendix B 

 Removal of Appendix C – 

Geologic Hazard Report 

Submittal Requirements 

Review: 

The current SMP includes Geologic 

Hazard Report Submittals 

Requirements as Appendix C. City 

have expressed an interest in 

removing this as an Appendix and 

instead referencing the 

appropriate sections of the Public 

Works Engineering Design 

Standards to satisfy submittal 

requirements. 

 

Current SMP: 

 4.4.4 

 Appendix C 

Recommended: Per City 

preference, remove Appendix C 

from the SMP. Modify language in 

Section 4.4.4 to reference the 

Public Works Engineering Design 

Standards rather than Appendix C. 

 Removal of Appendix D – 

Permit Data Sheet  

Review:  

The SMP currently includes a 

Permit Data Sheet as Appendix D. 

ACC 16.08 also references the 

Shoreline Management Act – 

Permit Data Sheet and Transmittal 

Letter in WAC 173-27-990. City 

staff have expressed an interest in 

removing the Permit Data Sheet 

from Appendix D and relying solely 

on the reference to the WAC. 

 

Current SMP: 

 Appendix D 

 

Recommended: Per City 

preference, remove Appendix D 

from the SMP. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

Auburn Municipal Code: 

 16.08.040(B) 
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