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Presentation PurposePresentation Purpose

Reduce mystery anxiety trepidation etc re:Reduce mystery, anxiety, trepidation, etc re:

No Net Loss (NNL)
Just when you thought you would never get a 

definition of NNL we are going to give youdefinition of NNL – we are going to give you 
the answer…

“Wow, that really fits”  - Peter Skowlund

“I can defend that” Tom Young“I can defend that”  - Tom Young



Always preface anyy p y
definition of NNL with:

“It D d ”“It Depends…”



Things to keep in mindThings to keep in mind
NNL strategy depends on situation such as:
• Existing conditions: urban vs. rural
• Landscape: processes/functionsLandscape: processes/functions
• unpredictable vs. predictable impacts
• incremental vs. large scale projects
• SMP-update obligation: maintain ecological p g g

functions - offset (new) anticipated impacts 
from allowed SMP uses. 



Things to keep in mindThings to keep in mind

NNL must be addressed at twoNNL must be addressed at two 
scales:

• Emphasis on the jurisdiction-wide scale 
(inform SMP-planning) and(inform SMP planning), and

• The site specific scale (implementation) 
Mitigation SequencingMitigation Sequencing.



What WAC 173-26-186(8) says 
b NNL f l i l f iabout NNL of ecological functions
M t h ll i l d l ti d iti ti• Master programs shall include regulations and mitigation 
standards ensuring that each permitted development will 
not cause a net loss of ecological functions of the 
h lishoreline

• Local master programs shall evaluate and consider 
cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable futurecumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable future 
development.  To ensure no net loss of ecological 
functions and protection of other shoreline functions 
and/or uses, master programs shall contain policies,and/or uses, master programs shall contain policies, 
programs that address adverse cumulative impacts and 
fairly allocate the burden of addressing cumulative 
impacts among development opportunitiesimpacts among development opportunities 



Therefore:
NNL requirement applies to both site and 
jurisdictional scales, BUTj ,

Note: the WAC doesn’t say that all development must not 
impact any functions only that:impact any functions, only that:

• Master programs shall include regulations and 
mitigation standards ensuring that each permitted 
development will not cause a net loss of ecological 
f tifunctions



Therefore:Therefore:
Local governments can use a comprehensive 
approach to ensure that site specificapproach to ensure that site specific 
improvements meet NNL requirements

AND,

They may count the beneficial effects of otherThey may count the beneficial effects of other 
regulatory standards and  “reasonably 
foreseeable” development (including restorationforeseeable  development (including restoration 
projects) as part of the NNL calculation



WAC 173-26-186(9) some flexibilityC 3 6 86(9) so e e b y

“ local governments have reasonable…local governments have reasonable 
discretion to balance the various policy goals of 
this chapter, … and to modify master programs p , y p g
to reflect changing circumstances.”

“It d d ” if l i l f ti d t l• “It depends…” if ecological functions adequately 
protected jurisdiction may focus on water-
dependent use or public access etcdependent use or public access, etc.

• “It depends…” many elements to be considered 
through a SMP update



HoweverHowever…..

• The WAC does contain specific standardsThe WAC does contain specific standards 
that set priorities and requirements for many 
elements. 

• No net loss requirement ensures that the 
SMP i i h l l thSMP provisions as a whole – along other 
actions – provides a stable level of ecological 
functions (i e has to stand on its own)functions (i.e. has to stand on its own).



Docks are a good case study of 
hi i NNL bachieving NNL because

• They are a preferred use
• It appears that they negatively affect 

ecological functions
• Little opportunity for on-site mitigationLittle opportunity for on site mitigation
• Can’t readily be mitigated out of kind

Th i i t / l t• They require maintenance/replacement 
• They can be quantified



What is a reasonably 
foreseeable restoration activity?

The WAC says
It is recognized that methods of determining reasonably foreseeable 
future development may vary according to local circumstances  future development may vary according to local circumstances, 
including demographic and economic characteristics and the nature 
and extent of local shorelines.



What are reasonably foreseeable restoration 
ti it ?activity?

• I’d argue that a future restoration activity is reasonably I d argue that a future restoration activity is reasonably 
foreseeable if it:

• Is required by an adopted regulation
Or

a. Is clearly identified , along with specified ecological benefits, 
dand

b. Included in a plan, such as an SMP restoration plan or Shared 
Strategy action, andStrategy action, and

c. Includes an implementation strategy with potential funding 
sources or programs identified 



Note:Note:
This means you can count all sort of potential 

• Improvements to storm water resulting from

activities such as:

Improvements to storm water resulting from 
redeveloping or upgrading parking lots.

• Tree planting programs

• Benefits of green infrastructure improvements• Benefits of green infrastructure improvements 
and LID standards



So how do you achieve NNL and allow 
id ti l d k ?new residential docks?

First:
Restrict new docks to 
a reasonable 
minimum. (E.g. the 
C RGP 3)Corps RGP-3)



Calculating NNL for residential docks
Second:

Li it i d fi ti f l tLimit size and configuration of replacement 
docks as much as you dare.

• Require elevated approach piers and grating 
for sure

• Reduce size when replaced if existing docks 
are bigger than they need to beare bigger than they need to be

Justification: When development is replaced – it p p
must be brought up to code



Example of dock p
replacement 

regulation optionsregulation options 



Then 
i /l fgain/loss of 

ecological 
functions 



Issues and problems with the 
l l icalculation

• How much eco-benefit do you count forHow much eco benefit do you count for 
grating and elevating piers?

• Need to analyze existing conditions• Need to analyze existing conditions 
• Remember: Over-water coverage is only a 

f l i l f ti i i tproxy for ecological function impairment
• Limiting the size of replacement docks will be 

controversial
• THIS METHOD ONLY WORKS FOR 

DEVELOPED SHORELINES



What about the nonconformance 
i ?issue?
NO PROBLEM:NO PROBLEM:

• SMP’s can define how nonconforming 
structures are treated.  (See WAC 173-27-
080)

• Even the WAC says that nonconforming 
structures may be rebuilt to existingstructures may be rebuilt to existing 
conditions unless the SMP states otherwise



A Suggestion:  Performance Std.

What about allowing residents to build a new or 
l t d k h th t if threplacement dock however they want if they 

can demonstrate that the eco-impact is less 
than the SMP standard?than the SMP standard? 
• Reduces consistency for the State
• Would need criteria for ecological evaluation 

– kind of like a BA but for all functions
• Would be a pain for the homeowner and the 

reviewer



A Suggestion: Performance StdA Suggestion:  Performance Std.

On the other hand:On the other hand:
• Allows residents flexibility – which may make 

the new regulations more palatablethe new regulations more palatable.
• Is more true to science than dimensional 

t d dstandards
• Allows SMP’s to incorporate new science and 

mitigation techniques without an update.  



Note

• Achieving NNL is easier to achieve in 
developed areas.

• Because of better standards redevelopment• Because of better standards redevelopment 
will often be a net gain in eco-functions

• You can use other regulations for NNL calcs.,  
but remember the WAC contains specific 
standards.  (NNL is only part of the picture) 



Final Question:Final Question:

What if we did NNL calculations for a specific areaWhat if we did NNL calculations for a specific area 
considering all regulatory and restoration 
programs?p g

• Identify the gaps?

• Identify the combined impacts?

• Find out what redevelopment can do?

Integrated regulatory system anyone?Integrated regulatory system anyone?



Shoreline Inventory/Characterization 
analysis and conclusions

Shoreline Use Analysis                                       
-projecting trends & future demand                  
impacts at full build out-impacts at full build out       

Efficiencies- treasure & political painEfficiencies- treasure & political pain                   
(grant $$ and decision makers)  





WAC 173-26-201 3(d) (iii) Addressing 
Cumulative Impacts in Developing Master Programs  

WAC 173 26 186 (8) (d) G i P i i l fWAC 173-26-186 (8) (d) Governing Principles of 
the Guidelines (CIA components)



both permitted and exempt activities

Future platting & subdividing

R d l tRedevelopment



Current shoreline conditions

Summary of ecological functions at risk

Beneficial effects of established programs

Reasonable foreseeable future development



Specify ecological functions at risk and how 
the draft SMP will address no net loss of these 
functions.   

Local examples of completed CIA’s



Shoreline Inventory/Characterization 
analysis and conclusions

Shoreline Use Analysis                                       
-projecting trends & future demand                  
impacts at full build out-impacts at full build out       

Efficiencies- treasure & political painEfficiencies- treasure & political pain                   
(grant $$ and decision makers)  



Shoreline Master 
Program UpdateProgram Update

C l ti I t A l iCumulative Impact Analysis

Cathy Beam, AICPy
Project Manager



C m lati e Impact Anal sisCumulative Impact Analysis

Context
Analysis MethodologyAnalysis Methodology
CIA Table



Shoreline Conte tShoreline Context

Size and Population
Lake SammamishLake Sammamish
Sammamish River
B C kBear Creek
Evans Creek
Foreseeable Development



Anal sis MethodologAnalysis Methodology
N N t LNo Net Loss
Evaluating Cumulative Impacts

Loss of riparian vegetation
Stormwater/wastewater inputs
Shoreline armoring
Over-water structures

Issues and Needs Assessment



CIA TableCIA Table

Shoreline Process and Function
Resource at RiskResource at Risk
Shoreline Alterations Impacting 
Processes and FunctionsProcesses and Functions
Proposed Restoration/Protection 
M d D ft SMP LMeasures and Draft SMP Language
Non-Regulatory Measures



Shoreline ProcessesShoreline Processes

Surface and Groundwater Movement 
and Storage
Flow Energy Flux
Sediment Flux
Nutrient and Pollutant Flux
Moderation of Water TemperatureModeration of Water Temperature
Production and Delivery of LWD and 
Other Organic MatterOther Organic Matter



Shoreline F nctionsShoreline Functions
Reduce downstream flooding and erosion
Aquifer recharge and storage
Hyporheic flow
Water quality
Enhancing summer base flows for streams
Increased sedimentation
Stream flow diversityStream flow diversity
Habitat diversity
Habitat formation and maintenance
Shoreline protectionShoreline protection
Nutrient delivery
Beach replenishment
Flow and channel modification



E ample from CIA TableExample from CIA Table
Shoreline Resource at Shoreline Proposed Non-Regulatory 
Process and 
Function

Risk Alterations 
Impacting 
Processes and 
Functions

Restoration/ 
Protection 
Measures and 
Draft SMP 
Language

Measures

Language
Process: Surface 
and Groundwater 
Movement and 
Storage

Lake 
Sammamish and 
large wetland 
complex at north 

Disconnection of 
streams from 
floodplains.
Draining and

Require 
compensatory 
floodplain 
storage.

Capital projects 
to restore 
wetlands and 
degraded g

Function: reduce 
downstream 
flooding and 
erosion, aquifer 

h d

p
end of lake.
Bear/Evans 
Creek Valley and 
associated 
fl d l i d

Draining and 
filling riverine 
and depressional 
wetlands.
Increasing 

g
Preserve 
wetlands to 
achieve no net 
loss of functions.

g
floodplains.
Encourage 
utilization of LID.
Incentives to 

recharge and 
storage, 
hyporheic flow, 
water quality, 
enhancing 

floodplain and 
extensive 
wetland network.
Sammamish 
River Valley and

impervious 
areas.
Water supply 
management.
D l t i

Retain aquifer 
recharge 
capacity.
Limit impervious 
surfaces

developers for 
restoration.
Educate 
businesses and 
residents ong

summer base 
flow 

River Valley and 
broad floodplain.

Development in 
floodplains.

surfaces.
Open space 
retention.

residents on 
groundwater 
protection.



Cumulative Impacts Assessment: AuburnCumulative Impacts Assessment: Auburn

Kelly McLain Aardal
Environmental Protection Manager

City of Auburn
&

Kent Hale, AICP
ESA AdolfsonESA Adolfson



Auburn and It’s Shorelines

- Resources Protected

- City and Shoreline Demographics

- Auburn’s Focus and Development 
Picture Picture 



Context

- Purpose and intent of analysisp y

- Program vs. Project NNL & CIAProgram vs. Project NNL & CIA

- County vs  City- County vs. City



Key Considerationsy

- Level of Effort

- Timing and TimelinesTiming and Timelines

- Organization tables tables tables- Organization...tables tables tables

Shoreline Use vs  Shoreline Function- Shoreline Use vs. Shoreline Function



CIA Addendum



Discussion – Jefferson Co.


