TOWN OF EATONVILLE
DETERMINATION OF
NONSIGNIFICANCE

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL:

The proposal is to adopt a new Town of Eatonville Shoreline Master Program. The proposed
program is considered a comprehensive update to the SMP and has been prepared consistent with
Department of Ecology guidelines (WAC 173-26-201).

The proposed Shoreline Master Program is a non-project action that affects activities and
developments along the Mashel River, Little Mashel River, Lynch Creek and Ohop Creek within
the town limits and urban growth area (UGA) (Map 1). The Town of Eatonville has been using
the Pierce County SMP to plan for and regulate uses along its shorelines (Per EMC 15.08). That
document was adopted in 1975 and revised in 1981.

The Town of Eatonville and all of its shorelines are located within the Nisqually River
Watershed, referred to as Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 11. There are approximately
3.0 linear miles of shoreline within the town limits and 2.6 linear miles within the urban growth
area (UGA). The provisions of the proposed SMP would apply to all shorelines of the state and
shorelands as defined in RCW 90.58.030.

The proposed SMP contains general goals and policies for several elements including: Economic
Development; Public Access; Recreation; Shoreline Use; Conservation and Restoration;
Restoration; Archaeological, Historical, Cultural, Scientific and Educational Resources; and
Flood Hazard Management.

The proposed SMP amendment contains three different shoreline environment designations —
Natural, Shoreline Residential, and Urban Conservancy. The shoreline environment designations
are applied to different portions of the shoreline, based on their natural and built characteristics.
Shoreline environment designations function as an overlay to provide additional policies and
regulations in addition to the development standards and protections afforded in underlying
zoning classifications.

The proposed SMP contains development standards and use regulations to be applied in each
shoreline environment. Generally, “standards” refer to setbacks, height limitations, buffers, and
design guidelines or preferences. “Use regulations” refer to the allowance or prohibition of
specific uses (such as recreational, commercial, or residential development) in each shoreline
environment. The standards and regulations address shoreline modifications (such as bulkheads
and shoreline stabilization structures, land clearing and grading, etc.) and specific shoreline uses
(such as commercial, residential, and recreational development). The SMP development
standards also address management and protection of critical areas (wetlands, steep slopes, fish
and wildlife habitat, etc.) located in the shoreline.

Finally, the proposed SMP amendment contains provisions for administering the plan, reviewing
shoreline permit applications and issuing Shoreline Substantial Development Permits, Shoreline
Conditional Use Permits or shoreline variances.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

A. BACKGROUND

1.

Name of the proposed project:
Town of Eatonville Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Update
Name of Applicant:

Town of Eatonville

Address and telephone number of applicant and contact person:
Nicholas Bond

201 Center Street West

Eatonville Washington 98328

(306) 832-3361

Date checklist prepared:

October 2011

Agency requesting checklist:

Town of Eatonville

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):

It is expected that the Town Council will adopt the Shoreline Master Program pending
Ecology approval by April 2011.

Plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with

this proposal:

Shoreline master programs are required to be updated by amendment periodically by
state law. The next comprehensive SMP update for Eatonville is scheduled for 2018.
Amendments may be adopted at any time.

Environmental information that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly
related to this project:

o Town of Eatonville Final Shoreline Inventory and Characterization report (ESA
Adolfson, July 2010)

¢ Town of Eatonville Draft Cumulative Impacts Assessment (ESA Adolfson, May 2011)

¢ Town of Eatonville Shoreline Master Program Update Draft Restoration Plan (ESA
Adolfson, June 2011)

October 2011
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9. Applications that are pending for governmental approvals or other proposals directly
affecting the property covered by the proposal:

This is a programmatic action. No pending applications or approvals would be affected.
Once adopted, the proposed SMP amendment could affect any new development
projects or activities located along the Mashel River, Little Mashel River, Lynch Creek
and Ohop Creek. Permit applications for development in the shoreline area would be
processed according to the SMP regulations and procedures in effect at the time the
application was determined to be complete.

10. List of governmental approvals or permits that will be needed for the proposal:

The proposed Shoreline Master Program amendment will need the following approvals:

e Review and threshold determination under the State Environmental Policy Act for
Non-project actions;

s Adoption by the Eatonville Town Council; and

e Approval by the Washington State Department of Ecology (RCW 90.58.090).

11, Brief, complete description of the proposal, including the proposed uses and the size
of the project and site:

The proposal is to adopt a new Town of Eatonville Shoreline Master Program. The
proposed program is considered a comprehensive update to the SMP and has been
prepared consistent with Department of Ecology guidelines (WAC 173-26-201).

The proposed Shoreline Master Program is a non-project action that affects activities
and developments along the Mashel River, Little Mashel River, Lynch Creek and Ohop
Creek within the town limits and urban growth area (UGA) (Map 1). The Town of
Eatonville has been using the Pierce County SMP to plan for and regulate uses along its
shorelines (Per EMC 15.08). That document was adopted in 1975 and revised in 1981.

The Town of Eatonville and all of its shorelines are located within the Nisqually River
Watershed, referred to as Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 11. There are
approximately 3.0 linear miles of shoreline within the town limits and 2.6 linear miles
within the urban growth area (UGA). The provisions of the proposed SMP would apply
to all shorelines of the state and shorelands as defined in RCW 90.58.030.

The proposed SMP contains general goals and policies for several elements including:
Economic Development; Public Access; Recreation; Shoreline Use; Conservation and
Restoration; Restoration; Archaeological, Historical, Cultural, Scientific and Educational
Resources; and Flood Hazard Management.

The proposed SMP amendment contains three different shoreline environment
designations — Natural, Shoreline Residential, and Urban Conservancy. The shoreline
environment designations are applied to different portions of the shoreline, based on
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12,

their natural and built characteristics. Shoreline environment designations function as
an overlay to provide additional policies and regulations in addition to the development
standards and protections afforded in underlying zoning classifications.

The proposed SMP contains development standards and use regulations to be applied in
each shoreline environment. Generally, “standards” refer to setbacks, height
limitations, buffers, and design guidelines or preferences. “Use regulations” refer to the
allowance or prohibition of specific uses (such as recreational, commercial, or
residential development) in each shoreline environment. The standards and regulations
address shoreline modifications (such as bulkheads and shoreline stabilization
structures, land clearing and grading, etc.) and specific shoreline uses (such as
commercial, residential, and recreational development). The SMP development
standards also address management and protection of critical areas (wetlands, steep
slopes, fish and wildlife habitat, etc.) located in the shoreline.

Finally, the proposed SMP amendment contains provisions for administering the plan,
reviewing shoreline permit applications and issuing Shoreline Substantial Development
Permits, Shoreline Conditional Use Permits or shoreline variances.

Location of the proposal, including street address, if any, and section, township, and
range; legal description; site plan; vicinity map; and topographical map, if reasonably
available:

The proposed SMP is a town-wide, non-project action that affects activities and
developments in the Town's shoreline jurisdiction.

The shoreline jurisdiction, as defined in the Shoreline Management Act (SMA), includes
all water areas of the state, the lands underlying them, and areas that are 200 feet
landward of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of waters that have been designated
as “shorelines of statewide significance” or “shorelines of the state.”

Shorelines within Eatonville include the following (Map 1):

e Lands within 200 feet of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) on either bank
of the Mashel River, Little Mashel River, Ohop Creek and Lynch Creek within the
Town’s municipal limits;

e Lands within 200 feet of the OHWM on either bank of the Mashel River, Little
Mashel River, Ohop Creek and Lynch Creek within the designated UGA of the
Town;

¢ All floodways associated with the areas above;

e Those portions of the 100-year floodplains currently mapped by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) that are within 200 feet of the mapped
floodway; and

e All wetlands that lie adjacent and contiguous to the areas above.

October 2011
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

1.

Earth

General description of the site:

Eatonville is located in the upper part of WRIA 11 in an area of medium-gradient
river systems in “U”-shaped, glacier-carved valleys. Elevations in the shoreline
planning area range from approximately 500 to 1,000 feet. The Town’s shoreline
areas are generally rolling or flat. Portions of the rivers and creeks are adjacent
to step banks.

What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?

Refer to Map 4, Topography and Hydrology of the Final Shoreline and inventory
report.

What general types of soils are found on the site (for example clay, sand,
gravel, peat, muck)? Specify the classification of agricultural soils and note
any prime farmland.

Soil types mapped by NRCS in the shoreline planning area include: Aquic
Xerofluvents, Barneston gravelly coarse sandy loam, Briscot loam, Chehalis silt
loam, McKenna gravelly loam, Riverwash, Rock outcrop and Scamman silt loam.
Some of the shorelines in Eatonville may be classified as prime farmland if
irrigated and/or protected from flooding.

Are there any surface indications or a history of unstable soils in the
immediate vicinity? If so, describe.

Mapped geological hazardous areas in the shoreline include seismic hazards in
peat and alluvial soils, erodible soils, landslide hazard areas, and volcanic
hazards from mudflow deposits.

Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or
grading proposed. Indicate the source of the fill.

No specific filling or grading is proposed as part of this programmatic action.
Under the proposed SMP amendment, fill, excavation, ditching, clearing and
grading would be allowed in the shoreline only in association with a permitted
use and only when no net loss of ecological functions can be demonstrated. A
Shoreline Substantial Development permit or Shoreline Conditional Use Permit
would be required. The provisions of EMC 16.53 (Best Management Practices
for Construction and Site Development) and EMC 16.54 (Stormwater
Management and Erosion Control) would also apply.

Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?

As a non-project action, no erosion would result directly from adoption of the
SMP. Erosion control would be addressed on a project level basis through the
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Town's surface water design requirements, the clearing and grading code and
other provisions of the SMP.

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after
project construction (for example buildings or asphalt)?
No new impervious area is proposed. Development standards for setbacks and
lot coverage in the proposed SMP and existing zoning regulations would control
the amount of new impervious area allowed in the shoreline. The proposed
SMP encourages minimization of impervious areas and promotes the use of low
impact development techniques to reduce stormwater runoff.

h, Describe the proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other
impacts to the earth, if any.
The proposed SMP amendment includes provisions to limit clearing, retain
existing native shoreline buffer vegetation, manage stormwater, and provide
erosion and sediment control.

Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (e.g. dust,
automobile, odors, industrial, wood smoke) during construction and when the
project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate
quantities, if known.
None.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odors that may affect your
proposal? If so, generally describe.
No.

C. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts
to air, if any.
None specifically.

Water

a. Surface:
1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the

site (including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes,
ponds, and wetlands)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If
appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.

Eatonville is located in the Nisqually River watershed. Water bodies in
the shoreline planning area include the Mashel River, the Little Mashel
River, Ohop Creek, and Lynch Creek, and several small tributaries to
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these streams. Several wetlands are located within the shoreline
planning area along these streams.

Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200
feet) the described waters? If yes, please describe and attach
available plans.

No. New development in the shoreline jurisdiction would be subject to
the provisions of the proposed SMP amendment.

Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that could be placed in
or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of
the site that would be affected. Indicate the source of fill materials.

No filling or dredging is proposed. Under the proposed SMP
amendment, fill, excavation, ditching, clearing and grading would be
allowed in the shoreline only in association with a permitted use. A
Shoreline Substantial Development permit or Shoreline Conditional Use
Permit is required. Dredging waterward of the OHWM is prohibited
except for restoration projects, bio-engineered shoreline stabilization
projects, or flood reduction projects, and requires a Conditional Use
Permit.

Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversion?
Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities, if
known.

No new surface water withdrawals are proposed. The Town of
Eatonville has an existing municipal water withdrawal from the Mashel
River. No new alterations to the water withdrawal facility would be
allowed under the proposed program. Any changes in operations would
have to comply with SMP provisions as well as state and federal
regulations and permit conditions.

Does the proposal lie within a 100-year flood plain? If so, note
location on the site plan.

Floodplains are associated with the Mashel River, the Little Mashel
River, Ohop Creek, and Lynch Creek (see Map 5 of the Shoreline
Inventory and Characterization Report).

Does the proposal involve discharges of waste materials to surface
waters? If so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of
discharge.

This is a programmatic action. No discharges of waste materials to
surface waters are proposed. The Town of Eatonville has an existing
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stormwater discharge to Lynch Creek and a wastewater treatment
facility that discharges to the Mashel River. Modifications to either
would have to comply with the provisions of the SMP as well as all state
and federal regulations.

Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to
ground water? Give general description, purpose, and approximate
quantities if known.

This is a programmatic action. No groundwater withdrawals or
discharges are proposed.

Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from
septic tanks or other sources, if any. Describe the general size of the
system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be
served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the
system(s) is expected to serve.

All new development or re-developing properties within the shoreline
jurisdiction will be required to connect to the Town'’s sanitary sewer
lines where sewer service is available. New septics in area where sewer
service is not available must comply with all state regulations.

c. Water Runoff (including storm water)

1.

Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of
collection and disposal, if any {including quantities if known). Where
will this water flow? Will this water flow into other waters? If so,

describe.

New impervious surfaces within the shoreline planning area could
generate additional stormwater runoff. As part of this programmatic
action, new development and redevelopment would be required to
provide stormwater management facilities.

Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally
describe.

No.

d. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff
water impacts, if any.

Under the updated SMP, shoreline use and development must
incorporate all known, available, and reasonable methods of
preventing, controlling, and treating stormwater to protect and
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4.

Plants

maintain surface and ground water quantity and quality in accordance
with the Town’s stormwater management and erosion control
regulations (EMC 18.54) as well as the provisions of the Town’s critical
aquifer recharge area under the critical areas code (EMC 15.16.141 -
15.16.147).

Types of vegetation found on-site:
Deciduous trees: Big leaf maple, red alder, black cottonwood
Evergreen trees: Douglas fir, Western red cedar, Western hemlock, Sitka spruce

Shrubs: Indian plum, Oregon grape, red elderberry, oceanspray, salmonberry,
Himalayan blackberry, red osier dogwood, vine maple

Herbs: grasses (e.g., bentgrass, reed canarygrass), ferns

Wet Soil Plants: skunk cabbage, lady fern, creeping buttercup, common
cattail

Water Plants: duckweed, pondweed
What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

Not applicable. The proposed SMP amendment strengthens protection of
shoreline vegetation (see 4.d below).

List threatened or endangered species or critical habitat known to be on or
near the site.

None known.

Describe proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to
preserve or enhance vegetation on-site.

The proposed SMP includes new requirements for vegetation conservation and
enhancement. In addition to the vegetation conservation required through the
critical area standards, the SMP also proposes regulations requiring shoreline
development to maintain existing native shoreline vegetation to the maximum
extent practicable. It also requires that vegetation clearing be limited to the
minimum necessary to accommodate approved shoreline uses and
developments.

The SMP update includes a restoration plan describing opportunities to restore
native vegetation in wetlands and stream corridors.

October 2011
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Animals

Underline any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site
or are known to be on or near the site:

Fish: Channel Catfish, Coho Salmon, Fall Chinook, Pink Salmon, Resident
Cutthroat Trout, Sockeye Salmon, Winter Chum, Winter Steelhead

Amphibians: None specifically identified; common species such as Pacific
treefrog likely present

Reptiles: None specifically identified; common species such as northwestern
garter snake likely present

Birds: Bald eagle, waterfow!
Mammals: Elk
List any threatened or endangered species or critical habitat near the site.

The streams and rivers in the shoreline planning area support Chinook salmon
(federally listed species).

Is the site part of a migratory route? If so, explain.

The streams and rivers in the shoreline planning area provide a migratory route
for salmon. Eatonville is located within the Pacific Flyway, which is a flight
corridor for migrating waterfowl and other birds. The Pacific Flyway extends
south from Alaska to Mexico and South America.

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any.

The updated SMP regulations protect existing riparian vegetation through
critical area buffer standards; vegetation conservation provisions; limits on
filling, clearing and grading; and mitigation sequencing. Riparian habitat
conditions are expected to improve through ongoing restoration projects. In the
short-term, large woody debris is being increased as a part of current
restoration efforts to place wood in the streams. In-stream wood is also being
addressed in the long-term by increasing shoreline vegetation, the source of in-
water wood.

Energy and Natural Resources

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood, solar) will be used to
meet the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used
for heating, manufacturing, etc.

Not applicable.
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Would the project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent
properties? If so, explain.

No. The proposed SMP amendment maintains a maximum building height
limitation of 35 feet above average grade level for properties in the shoreline
jurisdiction.

What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this
proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts,
if any.

Not applicable.

7. Environmental Health
a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic
chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spills, or hazardous waste that could
occur as a result of this proposal? If so, describe.
No.
1, Describe special emergency services that might be required.
Not applicable.

2, Describe proposed measures to reduce or control environmental
health hazards.
Not applicable.

b. Noise

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project
(for example: traffic, equipment operation, other)?

Not applicable.

2, What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with
the project on a short-term or long-term basis (for example: traffic,
construction, operation, other)?

Not applicable.

3. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if

any.
Not applicable.
October 2011 Page 10
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Land and Shoreline Use

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?

Land uses in the Ohop Creek shoreline planning include rural density residential,
agriculture, small-scale commercial and open space. Land uses along Lynch
Creek's shoreline planning area include rural density residential, agricultural
areas, undeveloped areas, the Eatonville airport (Swanson Field) and the Lynch
Creek Quarry. The general land use pattern in the Little Mashel River shoreline
planning area is low density single-family residential development. The land use
pattern along the Mashel River is a mix of rural density residential, agricultural,
small-scale commercial uses, open space, and municipal water and wastewater
facilities. Much of the Mashel River shoreline planning area is publically owned
and dedicated for restoration and preservation. Refer to Map 9, Land Use, of
the Inventory and Characterization Report.

Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.

Yes, the shorelines of Eatonville have been used for agriculture for many years.
Agricultural areas still exist along Ohop Creek, Lynch Creek, and the Mashel
River.

Describe any structures on the site.

Structures in the shoreline planning area include mostly one story commercial
buildings, homes and agricultural structures. The water facility intake and
wastewater outfall are both located in the Mashel River. The water and
wastewater facilities are located partially within shoreline jurisdiction. Small
areas of shoreline have been armored with concrete or riprap.

Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

The SMP amendment does not propose to demolish any specific structures.
Under the SMP amendment, new hard shore armoring is prohibited (consistent
with EMC (EMC 15.16.175(J)). Bioengineered and soft shore measures are
allowed, but only as a conditional use. Replacement of existing structures is
allowed as a conditional use when a primary structure is in imminent threat
from erosion.

What is the current zoning classification of the site?

Ohop Creek: Commercial, residential

Lynch Creek: Airport, industrial, residential

Mashel River: Commercial, industrial, municipal, residential

Little Mashel River: Residential

Refer to Map 10, Zoning, of the Inventory and Characterization Report.
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What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

Ohop Creek: Single-family, commercial
Lynch Creek: Single-family, aerospace, industrial

Mashel River: Single-family, parks and open space, mixed use, commercial,
industrial

Little Mashel River: Single-family

If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the
site?

Current SMP designations of the Eatonville shoreline include the following and
are shown in Figure 1-1 of the Inventory and Characterization Report:

Ohop Creek: Shoreline Residential

Lynch Creek: Shoreline Residential

Mashel River: Urban Conservancy, Public Conservancy, and Shoreline
Residential.

Little Mashel River: Urban Conservancy

The Proposed SMP would replace this system of shoreline environment
designations with a new system of designations that includes shoreline
residential, urban conservancy, and natural. The new designations are shown in
Figure 3 of the proposed SMP.

Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area?
If so, specify.

The Town’s critical areas code (EMC 15.16) regulates five types of critical areas:
wetlands, critical aquifer recharge areas, floodplains, geological hazard areas,
and habitat conservation areas (rivers and streams). All of these are present in
the Eatonville shoreline planning area (see Maps 5 and 9 of the Shoreline
Inventory and Characterization Report).

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed
project?

Not applicable.

Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?

None.

Describe proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any.

Not applicable.
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Describe proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with
existing and projected land uses and plans, if any.

The proposed SMP includes three shoreline environment designations: Natural,
to allow low-intensity uses while protecting ecological functions; Shoreline
Residential, to accommodate residential development; and Urban Conservancy,
to protect and restore ecological functions while allowing a variety of
compatible uses.

The purpose, management policies, designation criteria and boundary
description of all the environment designations are located in Chapter 3 of the
proposed SMP. The proposed environment designations are consistent with
both the existing land use pattern and Comprehensive Plan future land use
designations.

Housing

Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether
high, middle, or low-income housing.

None. The proposed SMP amendment would not change the underlying
Comprehensive Plan land use or zoning designations.

Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether
high, middle, or low-income housing.

None. The proposed SMP amendment would not change the underlying
Comprehensive Plan land use or zoning designations.

Describe proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any.

Not applicable.

Aesthetics

What is the tallest height of any of the proposed structure(s), not including
antennas? What is the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?

No specific structures are proposed. The proposed SMP amendment maintains
a maximum building height limit of 35 feet above average grade level for
properties in the shoreline jurisdiction.

What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

Not applicable. The proposed SMP does include provisions to preserve existing
native vegetation and limit when vegetation can be trimmed for views.

Describe proposed measures to reduce aesthetic impacts, if any.

New uses and developments must conform to the dimensional standards of
EMC 18.04 and the SMP to maintain shoreline views. Public views of the
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shoreline are also to be maintained. The SMP also contain provision requiring
that certain uses provide public access to the shorelines.

Light and Glare

a. What type of light and glare will the proposal produce? What time of day
would it mainly occur?
Not applicable.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere
with views?
Not applicable. The height limitation for structures in the shoreline is intended,
in part, to preserve views.

C. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
Not applicable.

d. Describe the proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts,
if any.
Not applicable

Recreation

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the
immediate vicinity?
George Smallwood Park provides physical public access to the Mashel River, and
Alder Street Park offers visual access to the river. In addition an extensive area
on the south bank of the Mashel River is planned for town acquisition and
conversion to public open space. Existing and planned parks and trail are shown
on Map 11, Parks, Trails, Open Space and Public Access, of the Inventory and
Characterization Report.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so,
describe.
No.

c. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation,

including recreational opportunities to be provided by the project or
applicant.

One primary policy goals of the Shoreline Management Act is to provide and
enhance public access and recreational opportunities in the shorelines of the
state. Public water-oriented recreational development is a preferred shoreline
use.

The proposed SMP requires that shoreline development shall not block or
interfere with normal public use of or public access to publicly owned shorelines
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and water bodies. Visual or physical public access to the shoreline is required for
any use or development on public land or undertaken by any public entity;
subdivisions of four or more parcels; or non-water-dependent commercial,
multifamily or mixed-use developments.

Historic and Cultural Preservation

Are there any places or objects listed on or eligible for national, state, or local
preservation registers known to be on or next to the site? If so, generally
describe.

None recorded.

Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archeological,
scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site.

Native American use of the Nisqually Basin area, by the Nisqually Tribe and
neighboring tribes, included seasonal hunting and gathering campsites near
Lynch Creek and the Mashel River. Cultural resources identified within the Lynch
Creek and Mashel River shorelines included pre-contact materials, campsites,
lithic scatters, charcoal deposits, and calcined bones.

Describe proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any.

The proposed SMP requires that if any archeological artifacts are uncovered
during excavations in the shoreline, work must stop and the Town of Eatonville,
affected Indian Tribes, and the State Department of Archeology and Historic
Preservation must be notified. Permits issued in areas known or highly
suspected to contain archeological artifacts and data require a site inspection
and evaluation by an archeologist in coordination with affected Indian Tribes
prior disturbance and for monitoring of potentially disruptive activities.

Transportation

Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed
access to the existing street system. Show on-site plans, if any.

Major roads within the Eatonville shoreline planning area include SR 161, Ohop
Valley Extension Road East, Orville Road East, Ski Park Road East, Lynch Creek
Road East, 439th Street East, and Center Street East.

Is the site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the approximate
distance to the nearest transit stop?

The shoreline areas of Eatonville are not served by public transportation.

How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many
would the project eliminate?

Not applicable.
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d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to
existing roads or streets, not including driveways? If so, generally describe.

Not applicable.
e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air

transportation? If so, generally describe.

Rail lines cross the Mashel River and Ohop Creek. A portion of Swanson Field
(airport) lies within the Lynch Creek shoreline. Both of these uses would be
subject to the provisions of the proposed SMP as well as the standards of the
underlying zoning and any state and federal regulations as well.

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed
project? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur.
Not applicable.

g. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if

any.

The proposed SMP allows new transportation facilities within shoreline
jurisdiction only when alternative locations are not feasible. The facilities must
be the minimum size needed for access and constructed to protect wetlands,
fish and wildlife, vegetation, and water quality. Transportation project would
have to demonstrate that they would not result in a loss of ecological functions.

15. Public Services

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example:
fire protection, police protection, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally
explain.

No.

b. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public
services.

Not applicable.
16. Utilities

a. Underline utilities currently available at the site:

Electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, cable,
septic systems, other
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h. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing
the service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the
immediate vicinity which might be needed.

No new utilities are proposed. The proposed SMP amendment requires new
utility facilities to be located outside of shoreline jurisdiction whenever feasible.
Above ground utility facilities are to be located at least 200 feet from the
ordinary high water mark.

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand that the
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

Signature:
e
Name (print): A/ = "
/ ﬂ‘_ chv(ad e o 4
Title:
7:0 A1 //;-/y,,,(/-
Date Submitted:

e, /7_" 5/2'_3'; ”
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D.

SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS

How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production,
storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?

The proposal would not directly increase discharges to water; emissions to air; production, storage,
or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise. In addition to the
environmentally protective measures of the proposed SMP update, all development and
redevelopment in the shoreline jurisdiction would be subject to applicable local, state, and federal
regulatory requirements, including building code, fire code, and surface water design standards,. As
part of the SMP update a cumulative impacts assessment (CIA) was completed to analyze the
potential adverse impacts that could result from uses and developments permitted through the
SMP. The CIA concluded that overtime, reasonably foreseeable development in the shoreline would
not result in a net loss of ecological functions such as water quality. The CIA is included as Appendix
A.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increase are:

The proposed SMP includes policies and regulations for the protection of the shoreline natural
environment and addressing impacts of specific uses and shoreline modifications. Generally,
the proposed SMP provides a new system of shoreline environment designations that
establishes more uniform management of the Town's shoreline. The updated development
standards and regulation of shoreline modifications provides more protection for shoreline
ecological processes. The updated standards and regulations are more restrictive of activities
that would result in adverse impacts to the shoreline environment. The restoration plan
developed as part of the SMP update provides the Town with opportunities to improve or
restore ecological functions that have been impaired as a result of past development activities.

How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?

The proposed SMP has been developed, in part, to meet the goal of “no net loss” of shoreline
ecological functions. That is, as development occurs in accordance with the proposed SMP,
degradation of the natural environment and shoreline ecological functions will be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated. Additionally, SMP planning for shoreline restoration addresses the goal of
improving shoreline ecological functions that have been degraded over time from past development
activities. Through goals, policies, development standards, use regulations, and mitigation
requirements, the proposed SMP amendment provides protection and enhancement of fish and
wildlife habitat, natural vegetation, and management of critical areas (streams, wetlands, etc.).
These elements are discussed above in Section B. of this checklist, as well as below.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:
The proposed SMP incorporates the Town'’s existing critical areas regulations and standards. It

also provides for additional protections of native vegetation and limitations of shoreline
developments. The SMP requires that all uses and development (even exempt activities) achieve
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no net loss of ecological functions. Consistent with the state’s shoreline guidelines (WAC 173-
26), the proposed SMP includes provisions that require that all new shoreline uses or
development mitigate their adverse impacts to achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological
functions. Mitigation sequencing consistent with WAC 173-26-201(2)(e) is required.

As part of the SMP update a cumulative impacts assessment (CIA) was completed to analyze the
potential adverse impacts that could result from uses and developments permitted through the
proposed SMP. The CIA concluded that overtime, reasonably foreseeable development in the
shoreline would not result a net loss of ecological functions such as fish and wildlife habitat. The
ClIA is included as Appendix A.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

The proposed SMP amendment would not result in depletion of energy or natural resources.
Mining is prohibited in all shoreline environments in the proposed SMP amendment. Existing legally
established agricultural operations are permitted to continue.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

The proposed SMP is specifically developed to protect and minimize impacts to natural
resources, from potential development by reducing the number and type of uses that could
harm resources and where those uses must have a water location to be viable, requires specific
setbacks, heights, and other standards to minimize potential impacts.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas
designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, wilderness,
wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites,
wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?

Generally, the proposed SMP amendment establishes policies and regulations for the protection and
conservation of environmentally critical areas and public access recreational sites. The proposed
SMP provides a new system of shoreline environment designations that establishes more uniform
management of the Town's shoreline. The updated development standards and regulation of
shoreline modifications provides more protection for shoreline processes. The updated standards
and regulations are more restrictive of activities that would result in adverse impacts to the
shoreline environment. The restoration planning effort outlined in the proposed SMP provides
opportunities to improve or restore ecological functions that have been impaired as a result of past
development activities. In addition, the proposed SMP is meant to complement severaltown, state
and federal efforts to protect shoreline functions and values.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:

Numerous provisions of the proposed SMP were developed consistent with the state shoreline
guidelines (WAC 173-26), to provide a level of protection of shoreline to assure no net loss of
ecological functions. These include protections of critical areas, native shoreline vegetation, and
public access. They also include limitations of damaging shoreline development and shoreline
modifications.
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As part of the SMP update a cumulative impacts assessment (CIA) was conducted to analyze the
potential adverse impacts that could result from uses and developments permitted through the
SMP. The CIA concluded that overtime, reasonably foreseeable development in the shoreline
would not result a net loss of ecological functions such as water quality. The CIA is included as

Appendix A.

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would
allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?

The proposed SMP creates preferences for water-oriented uses and public access in the shorelines.
At the same time, it allows most uses that are allowed by the underlying zoning provided they are
developed consistent with the program’s development standards. The program would not allow any
new uses in the shoreline that are not currently allowed.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:

The proposed SMP includes three shoreline environment designations: Natural, to allow low-
intensity uses while protecting ecological functions; Shoreline Residential, to accommodate
residential development; and Urban Conservancy, to protect and restore ecological functions
while allowing a variety of compatible uses.

The purpose, management policies, designation criteria and boundary description of all the
environment designations are located in Chapter 3 of the proposed SMP. The proposed
environment designations are consistent with both the existing land use pattern and
Comprehensive Plan future land use designations.

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services and

utilities?

The proposed SMP amendment does not establish new patterns of land use or increased density of
existing land use patterns. Based on the CIA (Appendix A), reasonable foreseeable future
development will likely be redevelopment rather than new development. Some new development
may occur, but would have to be outside the established critical area buffers. All redevelopment or
new development would be consistent with the comprehensive plan and therefore, will not likely
result in significant changes to or increased demand for public services or infrastructure.

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:

Since increased demands are not anticipated, no specific measures are proposed.

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or
requirements of the protection of the environment.

The Town's SMP is meant to be consistent with and work in conjunction with several local, State and
federal programs to protect the functions and values of shoreline resources and protect the health
and safety of Eatonville residents. These programs include, but are not limited to, the following:
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Town Programs

EMC Title 18 — Zoning. Establishes zoning districts and regulates land use in the Town including the
shorelines.

EMC 15.04 - SEPA. Establishes procedures and policies to implement the State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA). All non-exempt Town actions require environmental review under SEPA.

EMC 15.16 —Critical Areas Code. Establishes policies, regulations and land use controls to protect
critical areas, including streams, wetlands, critical aquifer recharge areas, floodplains, geologic
hazards, and habitat conservation areas consistent with the state’s Growth Management Act (GMA).
Additional information on critical areas regulations is provided in Chapter 4.

EMC 16.54 - Stormwater Management and Erosion Control. Establishes policies and regulations for
the comprehensive management of surface and stormwater, erosion control, flooding, clearing and
grading activities. The Town has adopted the 2005 Pierce County Stormwater Management and Site
Development Manual. The Town has developed a new stormwater control plan, which is currently in
draft form.

State and Federal Regulations

A number of state and federal agencies may have jurisdiction over land or natural elements in the
Town's shoreline jurisdiction. Local development proposals most commonly trigger requirements
for state or federal permits when they impact wetlands or streams; potentially affect fish and
wildlife listed under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA); result in over one acre of clearing and
grading; or affect the floodplain or floodway. As with local requirements, state and federal
regulations may apply throughout the town, but regulated resources are common within Eatonville's
shoreline jurisdiction. The state and federal regulations affecting shoreline-related resources
include, but are not limited to:

Endangered Species Act: The federal ESA addresses the protection and recovery of federally listed
species. The ESA is jointly administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Fisheries (formerly referred to as the National Marine Fisheries Service), and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Clean Water Act (CWA): The federal CWA requires states to set standards for the protection of
water quality for various parameters, and it regulates excavation and dredging in waters of the U.S,,
including wetlands. Certain activities affecting wetlands in the Town's shoreline jurisdiction or work
in the adjacent rivers may require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or
Washington State Department of Ecology under Section 404 and Section 401 of the CWA,
respectively.

Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA): The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
regulates activities that use, divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow of the beds or banks of
waters of the state and may affect fish habitat. Projects in the shoreline jurisdiction requiring
construction below the ordinary high water mark could require an HPA from WDFW. Projects
creating new impervious surface that could substantially increase stormwater runoff to waters of
the state may also require approval.
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): Ecology regulates activities that result in
wastewater discharges to surface water from industrial facilities or municipal wastewater treatment
plants. NPDES permits are also required for stormwater discharges from industrial facilities,

construction sites of one or more acres, and municipal stormwater systems that serve populations
of 100,000 or more.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Town of Eatonville is updating its Shoreline Master Program (SMP) consistent with state guidelines (WAC
Chapter 173-26). Under the shoreline guidelines, local jurisdictions are required to evaluate and consider
cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable future development in the shorelines of the state (WAC 173-26-
186(8)(d)). This report assesses the cumulative impacts of development in the shoreline that would result from
development and activities over time under the provisions contained in the proposed Draft SMP, dated Month,
2011.

The Town of Eatonville and all of its shorelines are located within the Nisqually River Watershed, referred to as
Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 11. There are approximately 3 linear miles of shoreline within the town
limits and 2.6 linear miles within the urban growth area (UGA). The provisions of the Draft SMP would apply to
all shorelines of the state and shorelands as defined in RCW 90.58.030. Shorelines of the state within the Town
of Eatonville and its UGA include the Mashel River, the Little Mashel River, Ohop Creek, and Lynch Creek.

The purpose of evaluating cumulative impacts is to ensure that, when implemented over time, the proposed
SMP goals, policies and regulations will achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions from current
"baseline" conditions. Baseline conditions were established and are described in the Town of Eatonville
Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report (ESA Adolfson, 2010).

The proposed Draft SMP provides standards and procedures to evaluate individual uses or developments for
their potential to impact shoreline resources on a case-by-case basis through the permitting process. The Draft
SMP also includes mitigation requirement to be applied to shoreline developments and activities commensurate
with identified impacts. The purpose of this report is to determine if impacts to shoreline ecological functions
are likely to result from the aggregate of activities and developments in the shoreline that take place over time
as well as ongoing impacts from previous shoreline development activity that would result in a net loss of
ecological functions. The following graphic provides a visual description of the role of the SMP update in
achieving no net loss.

Figure 1. Achieving No Net Loss of Ecological Functions
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The guidelines state that, "to ensure no net loss of ecological functions and protection of other shoreline
functions and/or uses, master programs shall contain policies, programs, and regulations that address adverse
cumulative impacts and fairly allocate the burden of addressing cumulative impacts among development
opportunities. Evaluation of such cumulative impacts should consider:

1. Current circumstances affecting the shorelines and relevant natural processes;
2. Reasonably foreseeable future development and use of the shoreline; and
3. Beneficial effects of any established regulatory programs under other local, state, and federal laws."

This cumulative impacts assessment uses these three considerations as a framework for evaluating the potential
long-term impacts on shoreline ecological functions and processes that may result from development or
activities under the Draft SMP over time. This assessment considers current circumstances; reasonably
foreseeable future development and use; potential effects of development under the proposed SMP provisions;
restoration planning and other federal, state, and local programs. Based on this information, an assessment is
made as to whether the conditions of ecological functions in the shoreline are likely to remain at current levels,
improve, or be degraded. If conditions are likely to remain or improve, "no net loss" is likely to be achieved.

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Town of Eatonville and all of its shorelines are located within the Nisqually River Watershed, referred to as
Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 11 by the state. The watershed encompasses approximately 491,300
acres within Pierce, Thurston and Lewis Counties. The basin’s headwaters originate at Mount Rainier’s Nisqually
Glacier (although none of the streams that flow through the Town are glacier-fed), and eventually empty into
Puget Sound at the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge. Medium-gradient rivers in the upper watershed give way
to very low-gradient systems in the lowlands. Elevations range from over 14,000 feet above sea level at the
summit of Mount Rainier to sea level at the Nisqually River’s mouth. Population is relatively sparse in WRIA 11,
with the highest densities occurring around the Towns of Eatonville and Roy. The predominant land uses within
WRIA 11 are forest resource and timber harvest.

As part of the Town’s SMP update process, a Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report (ESA Adolfson,
2010) was prepared. The report identified existing conditions and evaluated ecological functions and processes
of all shoreline areas within the Town’s shoreline planning area. Key ecological functions at risk from future
development were evaluated. The results of those evaluations are shown below for each waterbody. Key
processes and functions and their current level of alterations were also identified. Those are summarized below
in Table 1. Additional detail can be found in the Inventory and Characterization Report (ESA Adolfson, 2010) and
the Draft Shoreline Restoration Plan (ESA, 2011).

2.1 Ohop Creek

Ohop Creek flows from its headwaters south of Lake Kapowsin south and west to its confluence with the
Nisqually River. In 1889, the upper portion of Ohop Creek (15 mi’ of the upper watershed) was diverted north
into the Puyallup Basin, which reportedly reduced the flow in Ohop Creek by about 30 percent (WPN, 2002).
Slightly more than a mile of the creek flows through the Town of Eatonville and its UGA. Within the Town of
Eatonville, Ohop Creek flows from Ohop Lake immediately north of the Town to the eastern Town UGA
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boundary through the Ohop Valley. Four unnamed tributary creeks enter the mainstem of the creek within this
area.

The general land use pattern in the Town’s Ohop Creek shoreline planning area is a mix of rural density
residential development, agricultural areas, small-scale commercial uses and open space. Commercial uses are
concentrated around SR 161. Structures include mostly one story commercial buildings, homes and agricultural
structures.

During the 19th and early 20™ centuries farmers turned the portions of the creek into a straight-flowing ditch in
an attempt to drain the Ohop Valley and create better pasture for their dairy cattle. Channelization occurred
from the mouth of the creek to approximately RM 4.2, which is downstream of the Town’s shoreline planning
area. While channelization occurred below the Town, the impacts to salmonid populations were felt throughout
the system. The Ohop Creek Restoration Project {ongoing) is currently restoring riparian vegetation and in-
channel large wood to a significant portion of the Ohop Creek planning area. While not in the Town, the likely
outcome of the project will be an improvement to the system-wide functions and more fish in the Town'’s
portion of Ohop Creek.

Historically, riparian vegetation in the Ohop Creek planning area was a densely vegetated mix of palustrine
forest, scrub shrub, and emergent wetland. Shoreline vegetation is a key factor in properly functioning
shorelines. Agricultural and residential development has altered shoreline vegetation. Shoreline vegetation is
currently characterized as sparse in areas with stands that are not of an adequate size and density to provide
functional wood development. There are also areas with significant encroachment by invasive species.

The Town of Eatonville’s stormwater discharge to Lynch Creek has been identified as a source of turbidity in
Ohop Creek.

2.2 Lynch Creek

Lynch Creek is one of two primary tributaries of Ohop Creek. The headwaters of the stream originate on a ridge
at approximately 3,000 feet in elevation. Lynch Creek has one named tributary stream: Burg Creek, which joins
Lynch Creek east of the Town’s UGA boundary. Lynch Creek flows into Ohop Creek within the Town’s boundary.
Approximately 1.9 discontinuous miles of Lynch Creek weave in and out through the Town and the Town’s UGA.
Roughly 0.68 miles of the creek are actually within the Town.

Land use along the western portion of the Town'’s Lynch Creek shoreline planning area is a mix of rural density
residential development, agricultural areas and undeveloped areas. Land use in the eastern portion of the
planning area {east of Lynch Creek Rd E) includes undeveloped lands, Eatonville airport, and the Lynch Creek

Quarry.

According to the Nisqually Tribe’s Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) model results, the major problems
affecting salmon survival include the high sediment load, reduced channel stability and habitat diversity (due to
reduction in the amount of instream wood and simplification of the channel and its disconnection from the
floodplain in some areas). The EDT analysis ranked Lynch Creek as a high priority for both restoration and
preservation.
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The lack of riparian vegetation along portions of Lynch Creek has reduced shading along the stream, potentially
resulting in increased stream temperatures and lowered dissolved oxygen. Lack of larger trees along the stream
means less wood in the stream channel. Removal of native riparian vegetation has also increased the
opportunity for non-native invasive plants such as reed canarygrass to become established.

Lastly, most of the Town’s stormwater runoff is conveyed to an outfall in Lynch Creek. Stormwater runoff has
increased turbidity and other pollutants in the stream. The addition of stormwater also increases the
“flashiness” of the creek, with higher peak flows that occur sooner after the rain event.

2.3 Little Mashel River

The Little Mashel River flows from its headwaters north of the Nisqually River to its confluence with the Mashel
River southwest of the Town of Eatonville. The Little Mashel is wholly within the Town’s UGA, it flows for
approximately a quarter mile within the UGA prior to its confluence with the Mashel River. The general land use
pattern in the shoreline planning area is low density single-family residential development.

There are some indications that the creek was channelized as some point in the past, although no other
shoreline modifications are present. A railroad bridge used to cross the Little Mashel River. While the railroad is
no longer operating, the bridge abutments are still present along the shoreline. The embankments in this area
are relatively high and the bridge abutments have increased channel confinement.

Riparian vegetation is lacking within the shoreline. The lack of riparian vegetation generally reduces shading
along the stream, potentially resulting in increased stream temperatures and lowered dissolved oxygen. A lack
of larger trees along the stream means less wood in the stream channel. Channelization and in the lower
reaches has removed some of the river’s natural meander. As a result, hydrology has been altered resulting in
channel scour, increased sedimentation, and ultimately decreased fish habitat quality.

2.4 Mashel River

The Mashel River originates on the mountain slopes associated with Mount Rainier. It is a tributary to the
Nisqually River which it joins at RM 39.6. Flow of the river through Eatonville is unregulated except for a
diversion for the municipal drinking water system. There are three bridges that influence hydraulic conditions in
the river. The Mashel River has the highest overall flows of any of the Nisqually tributaries below the LaGrande
Dam. However, it also has very low flows in the summer that are lower than historic summer flows.

Due to a combination of floods and timber harvest activities in the upper watershed, large amounts of sediment
from landslides were moved into the channel of the Mashel River about 20 to 30 years ago. Much of that
sediment still controls the form of the channel seen today. The channel has mostly shallow pools,
unconsolidated substrate, and is generally fairly wide. The river is now slowly reworking those deposits, leading
to narrowing of the channel and consolidation of gravel (Pierce County, 2008).

The general land use pattern in the Town’s Mashel River shoreline planning area is a mix of rural density
residential development, minor agricultural areas, limited small-scale commercial uses and open space. A
significant portion of the Mashel River shorelines in the Town'’s shoreline planning area are publically owned or
privately owned by the Nisqually Land Trust and dedicated for restoration and preservation. The Town also
owns and operates water and wastewater facilities located within the planning area.
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The lack of riparian vegetation along portions of the river reduces shading along the stream, potentially resulting
in increased stream temperatures and lowered dissolved oxygen. A lack of larger trees along the stream means
less wood in the stream channel.
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3.0 REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

The following section provides an assessment of reasonably foreseeable future development in the Town’s
shorelines. This section considers new development, redevelopment and subdivision. The planning horizon for
the Draft Eatonville SMP is 20 years. Future development is generally estimated for this time period. This
general analysis of reasonable foreseeable future development was conducted using several sources of
information. An assessment of vacant, redevelopable or underutilized lands was conducted using 2009 Pierce
County assesor’s data. To identify parcels that have the potential to redevelop or subdivide, methods similar to
those used in the Pierce County Buildable Lands Report (2007) were used.

Vacancy was assumed to be an indicator of potential development. It was assumed that parcels had the
potential to subdivide into residential lots if the lot size of the parcel was at least two times the minimum lot size
for the underlying zoning. Parcels that were “under-developed” or likely to redevelop were identified using the
following assumption:

Improvement Value / Land Value < 0.50 = Parcels that are under-developed

For example, if a property has been assessed by Pierce County as having an improvement value of $10,000 and a
land value of $100,000 then the improvement to land value ratio would be equal to 0.10. Since 0.10 is less than
0.50 the property is under-developed per our assumption.

The results of these analyses are shown in Figures 2 through 4. It is also assumed that properties with existing
single-family residences that are located within commercial zoning are under-developed. Other sources of
information included Town planning documents, such as the Town’s Comprehensive Plan (Town of Eatonville,
2005), the Swanson Field Airport Layout Plan (HDR, 2009) and the Lynch Creek Quarry Sub-area Plan (Town of
Eatonville, 2009), as well as input from Town staff.

Single family residential use and water-oriented commercial uses are preferred uses according to the Shoreline
Management Act (SMA). However, development or subdivision of properties, the potential to alter shoreline
vegetation or limit the growth of riparian areas, increase impervious surface, or modify stream banks are are a
major focus for SMP updates. The Draft SMP attempts to minimize the potential adverse effects that potential
development may have on shoreline functions.

In general the Town’s shorelines are largely zoned and planned for low-density residential use with some limited
commercial uses allowed as well. Along Ohop, Lynch, the Little Mashel, and portions of the Mashel River, much
of the private residentially zoned property has been developed, although at lower than allowed densities. In
these areas, future development will consist of redevelopment or subdivision. There are vacant parcels along all
of the shorelines which may be subdivided and/or developed within the shorelines. Specific development
potential is discussed for each of the Town'’s shoreline planning areas below.

It is also important to note that the Town’s critical areas standards (adopted into the SMP) require the
maintenance of a 200-foot buffer along all shorelines of the state. Therefore, while specific uses, subdivisions
and development may be allowed by the underlying zoning, most of the Town’s shoreline jurisdiction will not be
developed without a shoreline variance.
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3.1 Ohop Creek

A review of Pierce County assessor’s data and Town zoning indicates that there is the potential for new
development, redevelopment and increased land use intensity along the creek. There are approximately five
vacant parcels adjacent to the creek, which could be developed. Three of these are zoned for single-family
residential (SF-1) and two are zoned for commercial use (C-2). Several of the parcels adjacent to the creek are at
least twice the minimum lot size (9,600), meaning that the potential for subdivision exists.

There are four parcels zoned Commercial (C-2) adjacent to the creek. Two are developed for single-family use,
and two are identified as vacant. Because a variety of commercial uses are allowed on these parcels, the
potential for development and greater land use intensity exists.

None of the Ohop shoreline is currently sewered. Development and/or redevelopment would only be possible if
the Town’s sewer is extended to this area. A sewer extension, referred to as the Ohop Valley Force Main, Pump
Station and Collectors, is included in the capital facilities plan within the Town’s Comprehensive plan. The
project is identified as including a 5,800 foot three inch force main within the SR-161 right-of-way and three lift
stations. The estimated cost of this project was $1,100,000 in 2004 (Town of Eatonville, 2004). Until sewered,
future development in this area would not be considered reasonably foreseeable. Figure 2 shows the vacant
parcels that are wholly or partially within 200 feet of the creek’s centerline?, their zoning and whether the parcel
is large enough to be subdivided into two or more lots.

Figure 2. Potentially Developable Parcels along Ohop Creek
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! The centerline was used because digital data of an approximation of the OHWM is not available.
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3.2 Lynch Creek

Pierce County Assessor’s data and Town zoning indicates that there is the potential for increased residential
development in the western portion of the planning area as well as the likelihood of increased development in
the longer-term through the Lynch Creek Quarry subarea plan (2009). There are approximately 12 vacant parcels
adjacent to Lynch Creek. Of these, 11 are located in the western portion of the planning area within the Town’s
UGA and are zoned for single-family development. Some of these vacant parcels are subdivided lots that are
part of established housing developments. Some of these are at least twice the Town’s minimum lot size (9,600
square feet), meaning that the potential for subdivision and development exists, although currently subdivisions
are under Pierce County’s permitting authority. Many of the parcels in and along the shoreline are identified as
“redevelopable.”

There are two principal land uses in the eastern portion of the shoreline planning area. One is the airport and
the other is the Lynch Creek Quarry. Some of the airport’s infrastructure may be located within the planning
area and new development related to the airport is possible. The Aerospace zoning district also allows
commercial, industrial, and residential uses (EMC 18.04.185).

The Lynch Creek Quarry is located in the Town’s UGA. In general, quarry operations are located outside the 200-
foot shoreline planning area and Lynch Creek critical area buffers. The owners of the quarry have submitted a
conditional use permit to Pierce County for continued mining for the next 5-10 years. All proposed mining
activities would be outside of the shoreline planning area (200 feet from the OHWM).

Beyond the current operating permit of 5 — 10 years, the Town is developing a subarea plan for redevelopment
of the area occupied by the quarry. Under the draft subarea plan, 86 acres of the quarry would be annexed to
the Town and zoned for industrial uses. The subarea is located between Lynch Creek and the Mashel River. The
concept of the plan is to create industrial development clusters, separated by roads and green space corridors.
While the subarea plan proposes to introduce new industrial uses to the area, it would also represent an
opportunity for the Town to reclaim some of the quarry area and implement creek enhancement or restoration
as part of any proposed development. Generally, future development would be required to occur outside the
200 foot critical area buffers, which would leave the shoreline largely undeveloped. Figure 3 shows the parcels
that are wholly or partially within 200 feet of the creek’s centerline. Vacant and under-developed parcels are
shown as well as parcels large enough to subdivide in to two or more lots.
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Figure 3. Potentially Developable Parcels along Lynch Creek

In the next 5 - 15 years he
Lynch Creek Quany may be
developed vah indusinial uses
under the Lynch Cieek Quarmy
w Sub-area Plan. As mitigation, L7
881 e shocebnes would be restored g M R e

A\

Legend
200 Ft from
Stream Centarline

- Streams

‘, '/ A Vacant Parcel

- Redevelopable
(Improvement Value/
Land Vahse < 0.6)

Potential for
Subdlvislon

(2x Min LotSize)
Parcels
W ) catonville Town Limits

33 Mashel River

Pierce County Assessor’s data and Town zoning indicates that zoning in the shoreline planning area is varied and
there is the potential for increased residential, commercial, and mixed use development along the river.
Excluding properties owned by the Nisqually Land Trust, the Town, and those planned for acquisition, there are
two vacant parcels adjacent to the river that are zoned for single-family development. These parcels are both at
least twice the minimum lot size (9,600 square feet), meaning that the potential for subdivision and further
development exists.

There are two large parcels (41 acres combined) zoned Mixed-use adjacent to the river. Both are currently
undeveloped but could accommodate multi-family development at a density of 15 units/acre or mixed use
development at 23 units/acre. These parcels represent an opportunity to accommodate water-oriented uses as
part of mixed-use developments. There are three parcels zoned for commercial use adjacent to the river. One of
the parcels is identified as vacant and one has a residence on it. These parcels have the potential for commercial
development and increased land use intensity. Future development on these parcels would be required to occur
outside the 200 foot critical area buffers, which would leave the shoreline largely undeveloped. Figure 4 shows
the parcels that are wholly or partially within 200 feet of the creek’s centerline. Vacant and under-developed
parcels are shown as well as parcels large enough to subdivide in to two or more lots.
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Figure 4. Potentially Developable Parcels along the Mashel River
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3.4 Little Mashel River

The Little Mashel River is wholly in the Town’s UGA. A review of Pierce County Assessor’s land use data indicates
that there are four private properties in the Little Mashel shoreline planning area, all of which are zoned for
single-family development and all of which have residences on them. The parcels range in size from four to nine
acres, meaning that the potential for subdivision and further development exists.

4.0 PROTECTIVE PROVISIONS OF THE PROPOSED SMP
4.1 Shoreline Environment Designations

The assignment of Shoreline Environmental Designations (SEDs) is the one of the principle tools for regulating
shoreline uses to achieve the policy goals of the SMA and the Draft SMP. Local SMPs establish a system to
classify shoreline areas into specific SEDs. The purpose of a shoreline environment designation system is to
provide a uniform basis for applying policies and use regulations within distinctly different shoreline areas.
Generally, environment designations are based on biological and physical capabilities and limitations of the
shoreline, existing and planned development patterns, and a community’s vision or objectives for its future
development.
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SEDs act as a zoning overlay, providing an additional layer of policy and regulations that apply to lands within the
SMP jurisdiction. The Town of Eatonville has been using the Pierce County SMP to plan for and regulate uses
along its shorelines. That document was adopted in 1975 and revised in 1981; it has not been revised since.
Under the current SMP, the Town's shorelines are designated as one of three environments: Shoreline
Residential, Urban Conservancy, or Public Conservancy.

Environmental designations in the proposed Draft SMP have been altered from the existing designations.
Regulation of uses and shoreline modifications associated with each designation is generally most restrictive or
protective for “Natural” areas, followed by “Urban Conservancy,” and “Shoreline Residential.” Proposed
shoreline environment designations have been assigned to reflect the specific conditions of each of the
shoreline reaches. As such, the SEDs for some properties have changed.

The only portion of the Town previously designated as Public Conservancy, at Smallwood Park, is now given an
Urban Conservancy designation, which 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.

The right bank of the eastern end of the Mashel River, from approximately Weyerhaeuser Road S. to the eastern
UGA boundary, was previously a mix of Urban Conservancy, Public Conservancy and Shoreline Residential. It is
now designated Natural because most of the lands are publically owned and planned for recreational uses and
restoration projects.

Previously, all of Ohop and Lynch Creeks, as well as the left bank of the Mashel River east of Mashel Avenue S.,
were designated Shoreline Residential. The proposed designations include a mix of Shoreline Residential and
Urban Conservancy. The remainder of the Mashel River, west of Mashel Avenue S., and all of the Little Mashel
River, were previously designated Urban Conservancy. These areas are now a mix of Urban Conservancy and
Shoreline Residential. These changes are intended to provide more ecological protection to those areas that
have less development, or are less likely to be developed in the future, and to provide for development that is
consistent with the proposed SMP.

4.2 Use Regulations and Development Standards

The Draft SMP includes policies and regulations that require new or expanding developments to achieve “no net
loss” of shoreline functions. This is achieved through implementation of development standards, mitigation
requirements and other regulatory provisions. The Draft SMP proposes several changes to the shoreline policies
and development regulations that encourage shoreline conservation and prohibit development activities that
would cause adverse impact to shoreline functions and processes. The proposed changes to development
standards and use regulations are, in general, more protective than the existing SMP. Key elements of the Draft
SMP that will assure “no net loss” of ecological functions include the adoption of the Town's critical areas
standards, new vegetation conservation measures and shoreline stabilization measures. Additional provisions of
the Draft SMP that will assure no net loss are detailed in Table 2. They are presented by shoreline function.

43 Critical Areas

The most significant changes in regulating development in the shorelines is the adoption of the Town’s critical
areas standards (EMC 15.16). These did not exist when the existing SMP was adopted. Although critical areas in

ESA Page 13
October 2011



shoreline jurisdiction are to be identified and designated under the GMA, they must also be protected under
SMA. According to Engrossed Senate Bill 1651 passed in 2010, once the Town updates its SMP, critical areas
within shoreline jurisdiction will be protected under the SMA and are no longer subject to the procedural and
substantive requirements of the GMA. The SMP must protect those critical areas such that there is “no net loss
of shoreline ecological functions necessary to sustain shoreline natural resources” as defined by the SMP
Guidelines.

The Draft SMP adopts the existing critical area standards and applies those protections to the Town’s shorelines.
All four of the Town’s SMA waterbodies are classified as Habitat Conservation Areas consistent with the EMC
15.16.172. The following critical areas standards will apply through the critical area standards:

e A 200 foot stream buffer is applied to all streams that are subject to the Shoreline Management Act
(EMC 15.16.174(K)).

e Critical areas and their buffers must be left undisturbed with some exceptions (15.16.113(B)).

e The Town shall require buffers of undisturbed native vegetation adjacent to habitat conservation areas
as necessary. Buffer widths shall reflect the sensitivity of the habitat and may reflect the intensity of
nearby human activity (EMC 15.16.175(D)).

e No development shall be allowed within a habitat conservation area or buffer with which state or
federal endangered, threatened, or sensitive species have a primary association, except in exchange for
restoration as approved by the director or as provided in a management plan approved by a state or
federal agency with appropriate expertise (EMC 15.16.175(F)).

e No development shall be permitted which degrades the functions or values of anadromous fish habitat,
including structures or fills which impact migration or spawning (EMC 15.16.175(H)).

The proposed Draft Shoreline Master Program includes new requirements for vegetation conservation and
enhancement. In addition to the vegetation conservation required through the critical area standards, the Draft
SMP also proposes regulations requiring shoreline development to maintain existing native shoreline vegetation
to the maximum extent practicable. It also requires that vegetation clearing be limited to the minimum
necessary to accommodate approved shoreline uses and developments.

Shoreline stabilization represents one of the key threats to shoreline functions. Under the Draft SMP new hard
shore armoring is prohibited (consistent with EMC (EMC 15.16.175(J)). Bioengineered and soft shore measures
are allowed, but only as a conditional use. Replacement of existing structures is allowed as a conditional use
when a primary structure is in imminent threat from erosion.

The proposed changes to development standards and use regulations are, in general, more protective than the
existing SMP. New development would be required to meet the Town'’s critical area standards and meet the
policy intent and development standards of the SMP. As redevelopment occurs, the policies and regulations in
the SMP require that development be located and designed in a manner that avoids impacts to ecological
functions and/or enhances functions where they have been degraded.

4.4 Restoration Opportunities

In addition to the application of shoreline environment designation and use regulations, the Draft SMP includes
a Shoreline Restoration Plan (ESA, 2011). The restoration plan identifies projects, programs, and plans that are
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or would be implemented through the Town’s existing efforts, including the comprehensive plan, critical areas
regulations, and storm and surface water utility. The plan also identifies projects and programs being
implemented by regional agencies, Tribes, and conservation groups. The restoration plan also identifies
restoration programs and projects that the Town could undertake to improve shoreline function over time.
These take the form of programmatic actions and specific restoration actions for each waterbody. The following
programmatic actions are proposed:

Public Education and Landowner Incentives

» Provide public education to help reduce turbidity and maintain good water quality in Lynch and Ohop
Creeks. For example, involve residents in stenciling storm drains with “drains to stream” symbols to
remind people not to dispose of toxic materials in the storm system.

= Educate residents and businesses in the Town about methods to reduce erosion and use of chemicals (e.g.,
fertilizers, pesticides).

» Educate property owners about proper vegetation/landscape maintenance (including preservation of
native vegetation along stream/nearshore riparian corridors) to promote shore stabilization and protect
water quality.

» Educate private property owners about the negative impacts of shore armoring and encouraging soft shore
protection where shore protection is unavoidable.

» Provide incentive programs for shoreline property owners, such as transfer or purchase of development
rights and tax incentives, for shoreline restoration and protection.

= Provide information for shoreline property owners through a web page and/or public workshops.

Stormwater Management
* Finalize and adopt an updated stormwater ordinance and stormwater management plan.
= Encourage and provide incentives for low impact development practices for private property owners.
= Retrofit existing public stormwater systems using Low Impact Development (LID) strategies, as funding

allows.

The specific restoration action identified in the restoration plan include managing invasive vegetation,
revegetating riparian areas, installing LWD, and removing shoreline armoring. The following table (Table 2)
summarizes the types of actions proposed for each water body. Complete descriptions and maps are provided
in the Restoration Plan.

Table 2. Restoration Action Summary

Control Non-
native Invasive Remove/ Replace
Vegetation In Revegetate Install LWD in Shoreline
Water Body Riparian Areas Riparian Areas Channel Armoring
Ohop Creek X X X
Lynch Creek X X
Mashel River X X X
Little Mashel X X
ESA Page 15
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4.5 Beneficial Effects of Established Regulatory Programs

A variety of other regulatory programs, plans, and policies work in concert with the Town’s SMP to manage
shoreline resources and regulate development near the shoreline. The Comprehensive Plan establishes the
general land use pattern of growth and development the Town has envisioned for areas both inside and outside
the shoreline jurisdiction. Various sections of Eatonville’s Municipal Code (EMC) are relevant to shoreline
management, such as EMC Title 18 Zoning Code, which contains zoning and development standards. The Town's
development standards and use regulations for environmentally critical areas (EMC Chapter 15.16) are
particularly relevant to the Town’s SMP.

A number of state and federal agencies have jurisdiction over land or natural elements in the Town’s shoreline
jurisdiction. In general, local development proposals trigger requirements for state or federal permits when they
impact wetlands or streams, potentially affect fish and wildlife listed under the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA), result in over one acre of clearing and grading, affect the floodplain or floodway, or involve in-water or
over-water activities. As with local requirements, state and federal regulations may apply throughout the town,
but regulated resources are common within the Town'’s shoreline jurisdiction. The state and federal regulations
affecting shoreline-related resources include, but are not limited to the following regulations:

Endangered Species Act (ESA):

The federal ESA addresses the protection and recovery of federally listed species. The ESA is jointly
administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries (formerly referred to as
the National Marine Fisheries Service), and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Clean Water Act (CWA):

The federal CWA requires states to set standards for the protection of water quality for various parameters, and
it regulates excavation and dredging in waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Certain activities affecting
wetlands in the Town’s shoreline jurisdiction or work in the adjacent rivers may require a permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and/or Washington State Department of Ecology under Section 404 and Section 401 of
the CWA, respectively.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood Insurance Program:

Communities that participate in the National Flood Insurance Program receive federally backed flood insurance.
In order to participate, the community must adopt and enforce floodplain management ordinances, which
reduce future flood damage. The National Flood Insurance Program is also responsible for mapping the Town'’s
flood hazard areas.

Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA):

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) regulates activities that use, divert, obstruct, or
change the natural flow of the beds or banks of waters of the state and which may affect fish habitat. Projects
in the shoreline jurisdiction requiring construction below the ordinary high water mark of Puget Sound or
streams in the town could require an HPA from WDFW. Projects creating new impervious surface that could
substantially increase stormwater runoff to waters of the state may also require approval.

Page 16 ESA
October 2011



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES):

Ecology regulates activities that result in wastewater discharges to surface water from industrial facilities or
municipal wastewater treatment plants. NPDES permits are also required for stormwater discharges from
industrial facilities, and construction sites of one or more acres.

4.6 Assessment of Protective SMP Policies, Regulations and Restoration Actions

Table 2 identifies the policies and regulations from the Draft SMP that would protect ecological functions along
with the provisions of the draft Restoration Plan (ESA, 2011) that will enhance functions over time. Based on this
information, the future performance of shoreline functions is assessed and noted as conclusions.
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Table 3. Summary of Protection Provisions and Assessment of Future Performance of Shoreline Functions:
Hydrology and Hyporheic Functions:

SMP Provisions: Protection and Restoration
Protection = Proposed SMP regulations {(with reference to SMP section number)
Restoration = Draft Restoratlon Plan Objectives

PROTECTION:
Shoreline stabilization standards:

e Structural shoreline stabilization is prohibited in all SEDs, Bio-engineered or soft shore stabilization is permitted in
all shoreline environments as a conditional use (SMP 5.1.2(1)).

e New development must be located and designed to avoid the need for future shoreline stabilization to the extent
feasible. Subdivision of land shall be regulated to assure that lots created will not require shoreline stabilization in
order for reasonable development to occur (SMP 5.1.2(2)}.

»  Replacement or repair of existing shoreline stabilization is only allowed when it has been demonstrated that it is
necessary to protect an existing primary structure development, human safety, or restoration/remediation. (SMP
5.1.2(5)).

e Inconjunction with any stabilization project, shoreline vegetation shall be protected and restored along or near
shorelines to protect and restore the ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes and to protect human
safety and property(SMP 5.1.2(8)).

In-stream structures

e In-stream structures shall only be allowed when associated with an adopted watershed management plan, surface
water management plan or restoration plan (5.4.2(1).

Dredging
o  Dredging waterward of the OHWM shall only be allowed as a conditional use and when necessary to support the

following:

1. A publicly-sponsored ecological restoration or enhancement project that improves shoreline ecological
functions and processes benefiting water quality and/or fish and wildlife habitat;

2. A Town-approved restoration and mitigation project that involves removal of structural shoreline armoring
and/or installation of shoreline vegetation enhancements; or

3. A bio-engineered shoreline stabilization project, including bio-engineered shoreline stabilization associated
with private residential development or public projects. Dredging may be allowed in the Aquatic
environment by a conditional use permit. Dredging is prohibited in all other SEDs except when associated
with a restoration project (SMP 5.3.1(1)).

e Dredging may be permitted as a conditional use for removal of gravel, sediment, or buried wood debris for flood
management purposes consistent with an adopted flood hazard reduction plan and only after a biological and
geomorphological study demonstrates that extraction has a long term benefit to flood hazard reduction, does not
result in a long-term degradation of fish habitat, and is part of a comprehensive flood management solution (SMP
5.3.1(2)).

Fill, Excavation, Ditching, Clear and Grade

e Fill, excavation, ditching, clearing and grading is allowed in the shoreline only in association with a permitted use.
Where allowed, the activity shall be the minimum necessary to accommodate the development (5.2.2(2)).

e  Fill shall be permitted only where it is demonstrated that the proposed action will not:
° Result in significant ecological damage to water quality, fish, and/or wildlife habitat; or

. Adversely alter natural drainage and circulation patterns, currents, creek/river flows or significantly reduce
flood water capacities or inhibit channel migration (5.2.2(4})).
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SMP Provisions: Protection and Restoration
Protection = Proposed SMP regulations (with reference to SMP section number)
Restoration = Draft Restoration Plan Objectives

e  Filling, and/or excavation waterward of the OHWM may be allowed when necessary to support the following:
° Publicly sponsored ecological restoration or enhancement projects;

° Town-approved restoration and mitigation projects that involve removal of shoreline armoring or installation
of shoreline vegetation enhancements;

° Bio-engineered shoreline stabilization projects, including bio-engineered shoreline stabilization associated
with private residential development;

° Publicly-sponsored non-restoration projects that provide public access or improve access to the shoreline for
a substantial number of people;

° Expansion or alteration of public transportation facilities currently located in the shoreline where there is no
feasible alternative (5.2.2(5)).

e  Fill, excavation, ditching, clearing or grading shall not be located where structural shore stabilization will be
required to maintain materials placed or removed. Disturbed areas shall be immediately stabilized and re-
vegetated, as applicable (5.2.2(7)).

Water Quality

e Al new development or re-developing properties shall be required to connect to the Town’s sanitary sewer lines
where sewer service is available (4.7.2(1)).

¢  Shoreline use and development shall incorporate all known, available, and reasonable methods of preventing,
controlling, and treating stormwater to protect and maintain surface and ground water quantity and quality in
accordance with the Town’s stormwater management and erosion control regulations (EMC 18.54) as well as the
Town’s critical aquifer recharge area provisions of the critical areas code (EMC 15.16.141 — 15.16.147) (4.7.2(2)).

e All materials that may come in contact with water shall be composed of non-toxic materials, such as untreated
wood, concrete, approved plastic composites or steel, that will not adversely affect water quality or aquatic plants
or animals (4.7.2(3)).

Commercial Use

e  Commercial development, including all accessory structures shall be prohibited in, on, or over water or within
floodways (6.3.2(5)).

Residential Use

e New residential development, including all accessory structures shall be prohibited in, on, or over water or within
floodways (6.5.2(6)).

e  Residential development and appurtenances shall be located sufficiently landward of the ordinary high water mark
to preclude the need for new structural shoreline stabilization and/or flood protection or structures that limit
channel migration for the useful life of the structure (6.5.2(7)).

e  Residential structures and subdivision of land for residential lots shall not be approved when structural flood
protection or shoreline stabilization measures will be necessary to protect new development or lots (6.5.2(8)).

Transportation and Parking

e New transportation facilities should be located outside of shoreline jurisdiction unless there is no reasonably
feasible alternative alignment or location or they are required to access a permitted use and then, they should be
the minimum width possible (6.6.1(1)).

e  New transportation facilities should be located and designed to minimize the need for shoreline protection
measures, modifications to natural drainage systems, and crossing waterways. Stormwater impacts should be
managed consistent with EMC chapter 16.54, Stormwater Management and Erosion Control (6.6.1(2)).

e New transportation facilities may be located within shoreline jurisdiction only when alternative locations are not
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SMP Provislons: Protection and Restoration
Protection = Proposed SMP regulations (with reference to SMP section number)
Restoration = Draft Restoration Plan Objectives

feasible, and if permitted, they should be the minimum width needed for access (6.6.2(2)).

e  New transportation facilities shall be located and designed to preclude the need for shoreline stabilization and
structural flood protection (6.6.2(7)).

e  Vehicle and pedestrian circulation systems shall be designed to minimize clearing, grading and alteration of
topography and natural features. Roadway and driveway alignment shall follow the natural contours and minimize
width to the maximum extent feasible (6.6.2(8)).

Utilities
e  Upon completion of utility installation/maintenance projects on shorelines, banks shall be restored to pre-project

configuration, replanted and provided with maintenance care until the newly planted vegetation is established.
Plantings shall be native species and/or be similar to vegetation in the surrounding area (6.7.2(4)).

RESTORATION:
The following actions from the Town’s Restoration Plan are aimed at improveing hydrological functions along the shorelines:

e |nstall LWD in Channel
»  Remove/ Replace Shoreline Armoring
®*  Revegetate Riparian Areas
CONCLUSIONS:
No loss of function or Improvement of hydrologic processes:

New policies and regulations that prohibit hard shoreline armoring and indicating a preference for bio-engineered or soft
shore stabilization along with critical areas buffers will maintain or improve hydrological functions, such as the link between
the land and water, channel complexity, connection to the floodway and flood plain.

Mitigation requirements and restoration efforts offer opportunity for further shoreline enhancements.
No loss of function in water quality:

Regulations would limit any additional impacts to wetlands, and any impacts would be mitigated. Requirement to connect to
sewer system would prevent new adverse impacts from failing septic systems.

Table 4. Summary of Protection Provisions and Assessment of Future Performance of Shoreline Functions:
Shoreline Vegetation and Habitat

SMP Provisions: Protection and Restoration
Protection = Proposed SMP regulations {(with reference to SMP sectlon number)
Restoration = Draft Restoration Plan Objectives

PROTECTION:
Critical Areas

o  The Town’s critical area standards are incorporated into the Draft SMP, including buffer provisions for shorelines of
the state and mitigation requirements (4.3.2(1)).

Shoreline Vegetation Conservation

e  Vegetation conservation and management in shoreline areas should include removal of non-native invasive plant
species and noxious weeds as needed to facilitate establishment of stable native plant communities (4.6.1(2}).
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»  Woody debris should be left in stream corridors to enhance wildlife habitat and shoreline ecological functions,
except where it threatens personal safety or public infrastructure such as bridge pilings, roads or flood control
structures (4.6.1(3)).

¢ To conserve and maintain shoreline vegetation, shoreline use and development shall comply with the buffer and
habitat conservation area standards established in EMC 15.16 as adopted by reference in Section 4.3. Shoreline
uses and developments shall also comply with the Town’s setback standards established in EMC 18.04 (zoning
district regulations); landscaping regulations in EMC 18.07; and Stormwater Management and Erosion Control
regulations in EMC 16.54 (4.6.2(1)).

»  Proponents of all new shoreline uses or developments shall maintain existing native shoreline vegetation to the
maximum extent practicable (4.6.2(2}).

®  Vegetation clearing shall be limited to the minimum necessary to accommodate approved shoreline uses and
developments (4.6.2(3))

Shoreline Stabilization

* Inconjunction with any stabilization project, shoreline vegetation shall be protected and restored along or near
shorelines to protect and restore the ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes and to protect human
safety and property investments (5.1.2(8)).

Commercial Use

e  Commercial development and use should be prohibited in the Natural Environment (6.3.2(1).

Residential Use

e Residential development should be designed to preserve existing shoreline vegetation, control erosion, protect
water quality using best management practices, and to utilize low impact development techniques where

appropriate (6.5.1(1)).

¢ New residential development should provide adequate building setbacks and natural vegetated buffers to protect
and restore ecological functions and processes, to preserve views, and to minimize use conflicts (6.5.1(3)).

e The Town should encourage voluntary enhancement and restoration of high-functioning vegetated buffers and
natural or semi-natural shorelines (6.5.1(4)).

e New residential development is prohibited in the Natural Environment (6.5.2(4)).

e Multi-family residential development in the Urban Conservancy environment shall be located a minimum distance
of 200 feet from the OHWM (6.5.2(5)).

Transportation and Parking

e  New transportation facilities and improvements to existing transportation facilities, not including public trails, shall
be located outside of the critical areas buffer (as prescribe in EMC 15.16), unless there is no feasible alternative.
Any required impacts within the shoreline shall meet the standards of mitigation, as specified in section 4.2.3(3) of
this Program (6.6.2(5)).

e  Parking as a stand alone use shall not be allowed in any shoreline environment (6.6.2(9)).
Utilities
e  Utility installation or maintenance projects in shorelines should restore areas to pre-project configuration, replant
with native species and provide maintenance care until the newly planted vegetation is established {6.7.1(6).

RESTORATION:
The following objectives from the Town’s Restoration Plan are aimed at achieving no net loss of ecological functions along

the Town's shorelines:

TO BE INCLUDED UPON COMPLETION OF THE RESTORATION PLAN

CONCLUSIONS:
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No loss of function or improvement of shoreline vegetation and habitat:

Critical areas standards and buffers along with mitigation requirements have the potential to increase native vegetation,
habitat and sources of LWD along the shorelines. Vegetation conservation requirements will limit the future loss of shoreline
vegetation; and mitigation requirements have the potential to improve native vegetation along shorelines. Restoration
efforts will increase the amount of intact habitat along the Town’s shorelines.

Table 5. Summary of Protection Provisions and Assessment of Future Performance of Shoreline Functions:
Water Quality Functions:

SMP Provisions: Protection and Restoration
Protection = Proposed SMP regulations (with reference to SMP section number)
Restoration = Draft Restoratlon Plan Objectives

PROTECTION:
Water Quality:

e  The Town will promote the use of low impact development techniques through incentives, permit requirements,
and adopted Town plans and policies.

e New development or re-developing properties are required to connect to the Town’s sanitary sewer lines where
sewer service is available (4.7.2(1)).

e  Shoreline use and development must incorporate reasonable methods of preventing, controlling, and treating
stormwater in accordance with the Town'’s stormwater management and erosion control (4.7.2(2)).

e All materials that come in contact with water must be composed of non-toxic materials that will not adversely
affect water quality or aquatic plants or animals (4.7.2(3)).

Critical Areas

e The Town's critical area standards are incorporated into the Draft SMP, including buffer provisions for shorelines of
the state and mitigation requirements (4.3.2(1)).

Vegetation conservation

e  All new shoreline uses or developments shall maintain existing native shoreline vegetation to the maximum extent
practicable (4.6.2(3)).

e  Vegetation clearing shall be limited to the minimum necessary to accommodate approved shoreline uses and
developments (4.6.2(4)).

Fill, Excavation, Ditching, Clear and Grade

e Fill, excavation, ditching, clearing and grading is allowed in the shoreline only in association with a permitted use.
Where allowed, the activity shall be the minimum necessary to accommodate the development (5.2.2(2}).

o  Fill shall be permitted only where it is demonstrated that the proposed action will not:
. Result in significant ecological damage to water quality, fish, and/or wildlife habitat; or

e  Filling, and/or excavation waterward of the OHWM may be allowed when necessary to support the following:
. Publicly sponsored ecological restoration or enhancement projects;

° Town-approved restoration and mitigation projects that involve removal of shoreline armoring or installation
of shoreline vegetation enhancements;

. Bio-engineered shoreline stabilization projects, including bio-engineered shoreline stabilization associated
with private residential development;

° Publicly-sponsored non-restoration projects that provide public access or improve access to the shoreline for
a substantial number of people;
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SMP Provisions: Protection and Restoration
Protection = Proposed SMP regulations (with reference to SMP section number)
Restoration = Draft Restoration Plan Objectives

. Expansion or alteration of public transportation facilities currently located in the shoreline where there is no
feasible alternative {5.2.2(5)).

Prohibited Uses:

e Mining and Industrial uses are prohibited in the shoreline (6.1).

Residential

e  Residential development shall achieve no net loss of ecological function (6.5.2(1).

e  New residential development is prohibited in the Natural Environment (6.5.2(4)).

e  Residential development proposals shall be accompanied by a plan indicating methods for erosion control during
and following construction in accordance with EMC 16.54

e  All residential development shall comply with the sewage disposal and water supply facilities required under EMC

13.04 and 13 (6.5.2(11)).
Transportation and Parking
e  New transportation facilities should be located outside of shoreline jurisdiction unless there is no reasonably
feasible alternative alignment or location or they are required to access a permitted use and then, they should be
the minimum width possible (6.6.1(1)).
e  New transportation facilities should be located and designed to minimize the need for shoreline protection

measures, modifications to natural drainage systems, and crossing waterways. Stormwater impacts should be
managed consistent with EMC chapter 16.54, Stormwater Management and Erosion Control (6.6.1(2)).

e New transportation facilities may be located within shoreline jurisdiction only when alternative locations are not
feasible, and if permitted, they should be the minimum width needed for access (6.6.2(2)).

e  Vehicle and pedestrian circulation systems shall be designed to minimize clearing, grading and alteration of
topography and natural features. Roadway and driveway alignment shall follow the natural contours and minimize
width to the maximum extent feasible (6.6.2(8)).

Utilities
. Upon completion of utility installation/maintenance projects on shorelines, banks shall be restored to pre-project

configuration, replanted and provided with maintenance care until the newly planted vegetation is established.
Plantings shall be native species and/or be similar to vegetation in the surrounding area (6.7.2(4)).

RESTORATION:
The following actions from the Town’s Restoration Plan are aimed at improveing hydrological functions along the shorelines:

e Install LWD in Channel
e Remove/ Replace Shoreline Armoring
. Revegetate Riparian Areas
CONCLUSIONS:
No loss of function or Improvement of hydrologic processes:

No Change

Water quality in the Town’s portions of waters of the state are largely dependent on land use practices throughout the
watershed. The proposed SMP additional protection of wetland areas associated with shorelines by applying critical areas
buffers, requiring the preservation of shoreline vegetation, requiring connection to sewer system, and controlling clearing
grading and fill. Stormwater upgrades at the Lynch Creek outfall could improve the water quality of runoff entering Lynch
Creek and Ohop Creek.
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5.0 ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
5.1 Method of Assessment

The assessment of cumulative impacts considers the impacts of reasonably foreseeable future development on
existing conditions and then assesses whether the provisions of the proposed Draft SMP will, at the least,
maintain shoreline functions at their present condition. Table 1 describes the existing performance of shoreline
functions along Eatonville’s shorelines as described in the Shoreline Inventory and Characterization report (ESA,
2010). Reasonably foreseeable future developments in the shoreline and their potential impacts are identified in
section 3.0. Section 4 and Tables 2 and 3 identify the protective measures of the policies and regulations in the
Draft Master Program and potential restoration efforts. Based on this information, a conclusion is drawn as to
whether the conditions of shoreline functions will improve, remain the same or degrade over time.

5.2 Conclusion

As demonstrated above, when reasonably foreseeable shoreline developments are considered together with the
policies and regulations in the Draft SMP, there would be no loss of ecological functions from the level
established in the Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report (ESA, 2010). Conclusions on the future
performance of key shoreline functions are summarized as follows:

Hydrology: Loss in hydrological function from baseline is not expected and there is the potential for
improvement. Eatonville’s shorelines are relatively unarmored and regulations prohibit new hard
armoring. Past forestry practices that increased sedimentation and produced changes in river
morphology have largely ended and excess sediments are slowly being moved downstream. The Town’s
critical area standards limit development within most of the Town’s shoreline jurisdiction, Lastly, in-
stream structures are limited to restoration activities and in limited circumstances, utilities.

Shoreline Vegetation and Habitat: No further loss of this function is expected and there is a potential
for improvement overtime under the Draft SMP. Past development practices removed shoreline
vegetation altering the aquatic habitat through the loss of natural shading, food sources, and large
woody debris. In-water wood is necessary for creating habitat structures for fish such as pools and
refuges. Updated regulations protect existing riparian vegetation through critical area buffer standards;
vegetation conservation provisions; limits on filling, clearing and grading; and mitigation sequencing.
Riparian conditions are expected to improve through ongoing restoration projects. In the short-term,
large woody debris is being increased as a part of current restoration efforts to place wood in the
streams. In-stream wood is also being addressed in the long-term by increasing shoreline vegetation, the
source of in-water wood.

Water Quality: Water quality is likely to remain unchanged or has the potential for improvement in the
Town'’s shorelines. Regulations would limit any future impacts to wetlands and the creeks within the
shoreline jurisdiction, and any impacts would be mitigated to achieve no net loss of ecological functions.
SMP policies and regulations require that new development connect to sewer and any materials that
come in to contact with the water must be composed of non-toxic materials. In addition, all
development would be required incorporate reasonable methods of preventing, controlling, and
treating stormwater and comply with the Town’s stormwater management and erosion control
regulations (EMC 18.54).
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The outfall into Lynch Creek was identified as a source of pollutants and excess sediment. This outfall
collect much of the stormwater from the Town, most of which lies outside the shoreline jurisdiction. The
Town has undertaken steps to improve the treatment of stromwater entering Lynch Creek through
implementation of low impact development projects.

To continue the trend toward improvement of shoreline ecological functions and decrease the
likelihood of potential cumulative impacts to shoreline ecological functions during implementation, the
Town should continue to develop plans and program that address the quality, quantity and timing of
runoff entering the Lynch Creek outfall.

As described in the Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report, past and ongoing uses in Eatonville’s
shorelines have lead to moderately altered shoreline functions. Development has lead to shoreline
modifications that have altered natural hydrological processes, and resulted in loss of riparian vegetation which
has altered habitats. However, as described above, updates to shoreline environment designations, adoption of
critical areas standards, use regulations and development standards are likely to improve protection of shoreline
functions.

In concert with implementation of restoration actions by the Town and other on-going state, tribal and federal
projects and programs, the regulatory provisions of the Draft SMP would serve to maintain the overall condition
of shoreline resources in the Town and in certain circumstances improve the overall condition.
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