MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Regular Study Session
May 7, 2019, 7:00 P.M.
Council Chambers, City Hall
806 W Main Street, Monroe, WA 98272
Mayor: Geoffrey Thomas
Councilmembers: Kevin Hanford, Mayor Pro Tem; Patsy Cudaback; Ed Davis; Jason Gamble;
Jim Kamp; Jeff Rasmussen; and Kirk Scarboro

AGENDA
Call To Order
Roll Call
Pledge Of Allegiance
1.

Mayor Thomas

Announcements And Presentations
1.

AB19-100: Presentation: K-9 Tango Introduction (J. Jolley, Police Chief)
NOTE: Item to be removed from the agenda at the time of the meeting;
rescheduled to May 14, 2019
Documents:
AB19-100_Presentation_K9 Tango Introduction.pdf

2.

AB19-101: Presentation: Sergeant Promotion (J. Jolley, Police Chief)
Documents:
AB19-101_Presentation_Sgt Promotion.pdf

3.

Proclamation: Mother’s Day (May 12, 2019)
Documents:
20190507_AP3_Proclamation Mothers Day 2019.pdf

Public Comments
[This time is set aside for members of the public to speak to the City Council on any
issue related to the City of Monroe; except any quasi-judicial matter subject to a public
hearing. Please sign in prior to the meeting; three minutes will be allowed per
speaker.]

Councilmember Reports
Staff/ Department Reports
Mayor/ Administrative Reports
1.

City Administrator Update (D. Knight, City Administrator)

2.

Mayor’s Update/Monroe This Week (May 3, 2019, Edition No. 16) (Mayor

Staff/ Department Reports
Mayor/ Administrative Reports
1.

City Administrator Update (D. Knight, City Administrator)

2.

Mayor’s Update/Monroe This Week (May 3, 2019, Edition No. 16) (Mayor
Thomas)
Documents:
20190507 MR2 MTW Volume 5 Edition 16.pdf

Discussion Items
1.

AB19-102: Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Periodic Update and
Proposed Amendments to Monroe Municipal Code (MMC) Title 19
Shoreline Management and Chapter 20.05 Critical Areas (A. Marrero,
Senior Planner & B. Swanson, Community Development Director)
Documents:
AB19-102_Discussion_Shoreline Master Plan Update.pdf

2.

AB19-103: Downtown Fee Waiver Extension (B. Swanson, Community
Development Director)
Documents:
AB19-103_Discussion_DT Fee Waiver Program Extension.pdf

3.

AB19-104: Proposed Amendments to City of Monroe Boards &
Commission Code (E. Adkisson, City Clerk)
Documents:
AB19-104_Discussion_Ppsd BC Code Amendments.pdf

4.

AB19-105: Council Chambers Video/Live Streaming (E. Adkisson, City
Clerk)
Documents:
AB19-105_Discussion_Council Chamber Videos.pdf

Executive Session
If needed.

Adjournment
Majority vote to extend past 10:00 p.m.
THE CITY COUNCIL MAY ADD AND TAKE ACTION ON OTHER ITEMS NOT LISTED ON THIS
AGENDA
Accommodations for people with disabilities will be provided upon request. Please call City Hall at
360-794-7400. Please allow advance notice.

MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Agenda Bill No. 19-100
SUBJECT:

Presentation: K9 Tango Introduction

DATE:
05/07/2019

DEPT:
Police

Discussion:
Attachments:

CONTACT:
Jeffrey Jolley

PRESENTER:
Jeffrey Jolley

ITEM:
Announcements/
Presentations #1

05/07/2019
1. None.

REQUESTED ACTION: None; introduction to new K-9 Officer: Tango.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
N/A
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
K9 Tango, a one and a half year old German Shepherd was purchased on December 3, 2018.
This was made possible with a generous donation from the Rotary Club of Monroe.
The ten thousand dollars raised for the K9 program covered the purchase, equipment and
training for Tango and his handler, Officer Jason Southard.
Officer Southard and K9 Tango participated in a ten week training course, earning their Patrol
Canine Team certification from the Washington State Criminal Justice Training Commission.
This K9 team is working regular patrol on night shift and has already participated in several
criminal cases with successful captures. This valuable tool for the department and City will go
a long ways to combat crime and enhance community safety.
FISCAL IMPACTS
In 2018, K9 Tango was purchased for a total cost of $9,902, which was offset by a $10,000
donation from the Rotary Club of Monroe. The Rotary Club has indicated that the City may use
any remaining funds from their donation for the ongoing expenses associated with our K9
program.
For 2019, the Police Budget in the General Fund includes a line item for $6,500 for ongoing
veterinary services for our entire K9 program. The Rotary Club of Monroe has indicated they
would provide yearly donations to cover the on-going costs of our K9 program.
TIME CONSTRAINTS
N/A
ALTERNATIVES
N/A
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MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Agenda Bill No. 19-101
SUBJECT:

Presentation: Sergeant Promotion

DATE:
05/07/2019

DEPT:
Police

Discussion:
Attachments:

CONTACT:
Jeffrey Jolley

PRESENTER:
Jeffrey Jolley

ITEM:
Announcements/
Presentations #2

05/07/2019
1. None

REQUESTED ACTION: None; sergeant promotion.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
N/A
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
With the recent retirement of Sergeant Rick Dunn, Chief Jolley has selected Chuck Fuller for
promotion to Sergeant, filling the current vacancy. Sergeant Fuller will be assigned to patrol
sergeant.
FISCAL IMPACTS
Funding for this position has been included in the 2019 approved budget.
TIME CONSTRAINTS
There is an immediate need to fill this position, providing supervision to a patrol team.
ALTERNATIVES
N/A
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Proclamation
Whereas, Mother’s Day is dedicated to honor remarkable women who strive
and sacrifice all year and inspire us to reach great heights and support us no matter the
challenges we face or the paths we choose; and
Whereas, we celebrate the women who raise us, who love us
unconditionally, and who do whatever it takes to set us on the road to success and want
nothing more than for us to lead happy, healthy lives; and
Whereas, mothers are breadwinners, community leaders, and pillars of family
and through their example they teach the future dreamers and doers the value of hard
work, compassion, service, and personal responsibility; and
Whereas, mothers are owed our love and gratitude for the countless hours
they contribute to working inside and outside the home and balancing a multitude of
obligations; and
WHEREAS, we give thanks to mothers who lift us up and offer us generous
love and patient counsel and hold fast to all the memories in our hearts.
NOW Therefore, I, Geoffrey Thomas, do herby recognize Sunday,
May 12, 2019, as Mother’s Day and proclaim

Happy Mother’s Day
and encourage Monroe’s residents and businesses to honor and express love and
gratitude to mothers everywhere.

Geoffrey Thomas, Mayor
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MONROE THIS WEEK
May 3, 2019

806 W. Main Street, Monroe WA, 98272
Phone - 360-794-7400

MAYOR HAPPENINGS
PSRC Update

GREETINGS
FROM MAYOR
THOMAS
Hello! Thank you for
reading Monroe This
Week. Learn what is
happening and has
happened during the
week. If you have any
suggestions, questions,
or comments for “Monroe
This Week” or the articles
included, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
I can be reached at
gthomas@monroewa.gov
Thank you!
Yours in Service,

Mayor Geoffrey Thomas

On Wednesday, May 1, 2019, I represented
Monroe and other Snohomish County cities
at the Puget Sound Regional Council’s
Economic Development District meeting in
Seattle. At the May 1st meeting, the Board
received presentations on Tribal Economic
Development and the expansion of
broadband to underserved areas.
For the presentation on Tribal Economic
Development, the Board heard from the
Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians,
Suquamish Tribe, and Affiliated Tribes of
Northwest Indians Economic Corporation.
Presenters
discussed
how
economic
development has changed from resourcebased economies involved in fishing and
timber to today’s economies that include
resource-based businesses and gaming.
Presenters discussed potential new areas
they are exploring including renewable energy
and banking.

Vol 5/Edition 16

Mayor
Geoffrey Thomas
gthomas@monroewa.gov
Councilmembers
Kevin Hanford, Mayor Pro Tem
Patsy Cudaback
Ed Davis
Jason Gamble
Jim Kamp
Jeff Rasmussen
Kirk Scarboro
councilmembers@monroewa.gov

EVENT HAPPENINGS
05/07

City Council P3 Meeting,
City Hall, Passport Table,
5:30PM
Transportation Benefit
District Special Meeting,
City Hall, Council Chambers,
6:30PM
City Council Regular Study
Session, City Hall, Council
Chambers, 7PM

05/08

Workforce Development
Forum, City Hall, Council
Chambers, 5:30-7PM

The Board also received presentations on the
state of broadband within our state and the
extension of broadband into underserved communities. Representatives from NoaNet
and from Kitsap Public Utilities District presented. The representative of NoaNet
described how that organization has extended broadband capabilities across the
State of Washington. This network serves as the backbone for broadband access to
which smaller communities connect. The representative from Kitsap Public Utilities
District (PUD) discussed how, in the absence of a private sector partner, the Kitsap
PUD is making the connections from more rural areas of Kitsap County to the NoaNet
broadband network.
For more information about the meeting, please check out the agenda for May 1st at
the following link: https://www.psrc.org/eddb-meetings.
Homelessness Policy Advisory Committee (HPAC) Update
On May 2, 2019, I attended the City of Monroe HPAC
meeting. The main presenter for the meeting was Michael
Lorio, who is a navigator for Take the Next Step.
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City of Monroe
Year-to-Date Comparisons
Sales Tax Revenues
‘18 to 03/31/18: $1,272,183
‘19 to 03/31/19: $1,310,572
UP $38,389 or 3.01%
Real Estate Excise Tax
‘18 to 03/31/18: $427,304
‘19 to 03/31/19: $238,079
DOWN $189,225 or -44.28%
Lodging Tax Revenues
‘18 to 03/31/18: $13,636
‘19 to 03/31/19: $14,648
UP $1,011 or 7.41%
Business License Fees
‘18 to 03/31/18: $13,109
‘19 to 03/31/19: $17,161
UP $4,052 or 30.90%
Building Permit Revenues
‘18 to 03/31/18: $121,081
‘19 to 03/31/19: $135,034
UP $13,953 or 11.52%
Planning Fee Revenues
‘18 to 03/31/18: $2,650
‘19 to 03/31/19: $22,984
UP $20,334 or 767.32%
SFR Permits YTD
’18 to 03/31/18:
’19 to 03/31/19:
Multi-Family Permits (#units)

(HPAC continued) A “navigator” is someone who helps people who are homeless through the
process of receiving assistance and support. Mr. Lorio’s presentation covered a number of topics
including: (1) who experiences homelessness, (2) who are the service providers in Monroe, (3)
what is the process people go through as they seek and receive assistance and support, and
(4) where are the gaps.
As part of the presentation, Mr. Lorio described some of the community level and the social level
causes of homelessness including: lack of affordable housing, rent increases that exceed
income growth, low vacancy rates, under and unemployment, poverty, eviction, level of
education, mental illness, chronic substances abuse and addiction, domestic violence,
childhood trauma, disability, chronic illness, and incarceration.
Mr. Lorio identified some of the service providers in Monroe that help people in crisis and
experiencing homelessness. A primary starting point to help people who are in crisis and
experiencing homelessness would be to call 211, which is the crisis line. Other stating points for
help include student support advocates, Cascade Church, Take the Next Step, and Sky Valley
Foodbank.
Mr. Lorio described some of the gaps in services in our community. These gaps include:
(1) a need for more “navigators” to help clients find services and make appointments,
(2) behavioral health intake assessment facilities and substances abuse intake assessment
facilities are not in or close to Monroe and have waitlists for people seeking help, (3) there are
not legal services, especially to assist with family law, to provide support, (4) there is not a
temporary shelter for men, (5) there is not an employment support center in Monroe,
(5) there is a lack of case management from start to finish to help clients through the entire
process, (6) organizations are restricted from sharing medical information for the same client,
(7) there is a long wait list of about 4 to 12 weeks for people seeking mental health and addiction
recovery services, (8) services outside Monroe are not accessible without transportation.
At the next meeting on May 16, 2019, the Monroe Police Department (PD) will present on how
our PD is responding to homelessness and issues related to homelessness.
For more information on Homelessness in Monroe, click here. For more information about the
HPAC, click here.

’18 to 03/31/18: 0
’19 to 03/31/19: 0

CITY HAPPENINGS

Inspections YTD

Spring Clean-Up Event Scheduled for May 11th

’18 to 03/31/18:
’19 to 03/31/19:

It’s that time of year again! As everyone is preparing for spring cleaning, the City of Monroe, in
partnership with Republic Services, is hosting the annual spring clean-up event on May 11,
2019, from 9 a.m. to 1 p.m. The event will be held at Monroe High School, 17001 Tester Road.
To participate, you must be a garbage customer within our city limits. An event flyer/release form
will be included with your May utility bill. This form must be presented on the day of event as
proof of residency. Items which will be accepted include regular household garbage, furniture,
and scrap metal. While not a complete list, hazardous waste, yard waste, construction debris,
roofing materials, tires will not be accepted. Check the flyer for a list of what can and cannot be
accepted at this event. The flyer information will also posted on our website at
www.monroewa.gov in April.
For further information regarding the spring clean-up event, contact Republic Services at 800942-5965.
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TRANSPORTATION BENEFIT DISTRICT BOARD
The Tuesday, May 7, 2019, Monroe Transportation Benefit District Board Special Meeting
will be held at 6:30 p.m. at City Hall in the Council Chambers, and will include
presentation of the 2018 TBD Annual Report and a proposed 2019 Budget Amendment.
For more information click here.

COUNCIL HAPPENINGS

City of Monroe Boards &
Commissions Openings
 Ethics Boardmember (4)
 LTAC Member (Hotelier)
 Salary Commissioner
www.monroewa.gov/vacancies
Job Openings
 Lateral Police Officer

The Tuesday, May 7, 2019, City Council Regular Study Session includes the following
items: a Proclamation for Mother’s Day 2019, Presentations from the Monroe Police
Department including a Sergeant Promotion and Introduction to K-9 Tango; and the
following discussion items: DT Fee Waiver Extension, the Shoreline Master Program
Update, Downtown Fee Waiver Program Extension, Proposed Amendments to the City’s
Boards and Commissions Code, and Council Chamber Video.

 Construction Inspector
 Building/Code Official
 WWTP Operator
www.monroewa.gov/jobs

This meeting begins at 7 p.m., and is held at City Hall in the Council Chambers. For more information click here.
Have a question for your Councilmembers? Contact them at councilmembers@monroewa.gov!!

Kevin Hanford

Ed Davis
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MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Agenda Bill No. 19-102
SUBJECT:

Discussion: Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Periodic Update and
Proposed Amendments to Monroe Municipal Code (MMC) Title 19 Shoreline
Management and Chapter 20.05 Critical Areas

DATE:
05/07/2019

DEPT:
Community
Development

Discussion:
Attachments:

CONTACT:
Anita Marrero

PRESENTER:
Anita Marrero
Ben Swanson

ITEM:
Discussion
Items #1

05/07/2019
1. SMP Periodic Review Summary
2. SMP Checklist
3. Draft SMP
4. SMP Changes Summary Matrix
5. Draft Shoreline Code, MMC Chapter 22.82
6. Draft Critical Areas Code, MMC Chapter 22.80
7. Shoreline Map

REQUESTED ACTION: No action required. Staff is providing an overview of the Shoreline
Master Program periodic review process. Staff is tentatively bringing the Final Draft SMP to
Council for first reading on June 12, 2019, and second and final reading on June 26, 2019.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The City of Monroe is mandated to conduct a periodic review of its Shoreline Master Program
(SMP), as required by the Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMA),
RCW 90.58.080(4). The SMA requires all SMP’s to be reviewed and revised, if needed, on an
eight year schedule established by the State Legislature. This review ensures that local SMP’s
stay current with changes in state laws and rules, remains consistent with other Monroe plans
and regulations, and is responsive to changing circumstances, new information, and improved
data.
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
Monroe is required to update its SMP on or before June 30, 2019. To meet that schedule, the
majority of staff work needs to be completed in early 2019. A joint public hearing with the
Department of Ecology was held on April 22, 2019. The State is not requiring any major updates
to the city’s inventory, restoration efforts, or cumulative impacts analysis; however, the city must
include all state mandated updates between 2007 and 2017 as well as local changes in
circumstances which for Monroe includes updating maps, updating Comprehensive Plan
references to the current Comprehensive Plan, zoning changes, and incorporating the critical
areas ordinance update.
The Planning Commission will act as the principle reviewing body for the SMP update with final
adoption by the City Council and Department of Ecology (DOE).
SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM
Staff began the process of updating the SMP in April 2018. Staff applied for a Department of
Ecology grant and was awarded $15,000. The City’s 2018 budget allocated $30,000 toward the
SMP update. This allowed the City to obtain a consultant to assist in the SMP update.
Staff selected Environmental Science Associates (ESA) through the request for proposal
MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
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process. A consultant contract with ESA in April 2018 was for $30,000. The City will be
reimbursed by Ecology up to $15,000.
An initial outreach event was held on August 7, 2018, at Lake Tye Park as part of the National
Night Out Event. A webpage was created to explain the Shoreline Master Program Periodic
Review process and give the community an opportunity to submit comments.
A draft of the Shoreline Master Program was reviewed at the Planning Commission’s
February 25, 2019, and April 8, 2019, meetings.
The City is holding a joint comment period and public hearing with the Department of Ecology.
The joint notice was published in the Daily Herald and gives a thirty-day comment period from
April 8, through May 8, 2019.
The public hearing was held before the Planning Commission on April 22, 2019. An open house
for the SMP was held before the public hearing on April 22, 2019, at 6:00 p.m. in Council
Chambers.
To date, no public comments have been received.
After the Planning Commission’s public hearing, the SMP will be submitted to the Department of
Ecology for initial determination. Ecology has thirty days to provide a written determination. After
receiving written concurrence from Ecology the SMP will be brought before Council for adoption.
SHORELINE MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS AND CRITICAL AREAS ORDINANCE
In conjunction with the SMP update, staff has prepared amendments to MMC Title 19, Shoreline
Management, for consistency with the SMP. The amendments include incorporating shoreline
regulations into the code to make it user-friendly for the reader rather than only referencing the
SMP, consolidating the review process, and updating the shoreline environment designations.
Updates to the critical areas code are also proposed. Based on comments from Ecology during
the Unified Development Regulations update, the amendments include updates to the wetland
buffer tables as well as text relating to buffer widths and habitat scores.
In July 2018, Ecology published some new buffer guidance. Ecology made the changes based
on public feedback and review of the reference wetland data used to calibrate the rating system.
In the previous wetland buffer tables, low habitat function was represented by a score of 3 or 4
points and moderate habitat function by a score of 5 to 7 points. However, after Ecology
conducted a detailed analysis of habitat scores for the 211 reference wetlands used to calibrate
the rating system, found that wetlands scoring 3, 4, or 5 points for habitat are more similarly
distributed to those scoring ≤ 19 points in the 2004 version. This information prompted Ecology
to adjust the habitat score break points in the current wetland buffer tables. The modified tables
now group habitat scores of 3 to 5 into low habitat function and scores of 6 and 7 into moderate
habitat function. In other words, a habitat score of 5 is now considered to be low habitat function
instead of moderate function.
A Notice of Application for the code amendments was issued on April 4, 2019.
The proposed amendments were brought to the Planning Commission at the April 8, 2019,
meeting.
One agency comment was received from the Snoqualmie Tribe. The Tribe is recommending the
City update the water typing code for streams per the Washington Department of Commerce
Growth Management Critical Areas Guidance and clarifying “fish habitat” per WAC 222-16-030.
The updates have been added to MMC Chapter 22.80 Critical Areas.
IMPACT – BUDGET
The City’s 2018 budget allocated $30,000 toward the SMP update.
MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
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TIME CONSTRAINTS
Monroe is required to update its SMP on or before June 30, 2019.
ALTERNATIVES TO REQUESTED ACTION
N/A - No action requested at this time.
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ATTACHMENT 1

SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM PERIODIC REVIEW

Summary of the Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)

Introduction
This document is an annotated version of Ecology’s rule (WAC 173-26-090) on conducting periodic
reviews of Shoreline Master Programs (SMPs) under the Shoreline Management Act (SMA). The rule was
based on Department of Commerce rules that guide local governments in meeting the analogous
Growth Management Act (GMA) “periodic review” requirement.
The following is a brief summary of each section of the rule.
Section 1: Locally initiated review
This brief section is from a long-standing rule that
encourages local governments to review their SMPs to
reflect changing local circumstances, new information
or improved data. Ecology retained this section to
clarify that local governments may prepare SMP
amendments outside the statutorily mandated review
period. The rule encourages local governments to
consult guidance materials available from Ecology that
may inform their reviews.
Section 2: Periodic review requirements
The second section summarizes and explains statutory
requirements. The SMA requires each city and county
to review, and, if necessary, revise their SMP at least
once every eight years. The legislature set a staggered
schedule that alternates with similar reviews under the
Growth Management Act (GMA). 1

Figure 1. Periodic review schedules under the SMA and GMA.
(NOTE *For GMA reviews, the law gives an extra 2 years for smaller,
slower-growing jurisdictions in groups B, C, and D.)

Figure 1 illustrates how GMA and SMA review deadlines alternate over time. For example, Column A
indicates that King, Pierce and Snohomish counties and the cities within them have GMA review
deadlines in 2015 and eight years later in 2023, interspersed with SMA reviews in 2019 and 2027.
The rule clarifies that local legislative action is required to complete the review, even when a local
government determines no changes are needed. It also clarifies how the scope of the periodic review
differs from the comprehensive updates that were conducted starting in 2005.

1

RCW 90.58.080(4)
Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017
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Section 3: Procedures
The third section of the rule outlines
local and state procedures for
conducting periodic reviews. The rule
follows the GMA periodic review
process, with unique steps to reflect
Ecology’s formal approval role (see
Figure 2).
The rule requires Ecology to maintain a
checklist that includes potential review
elements. The checklist is used at the
beginning to help determine what to
review, and at the end to identify
where each applicable issue is
addressed in the SMP.

Figure 2. Schematic outline of SMP periodic review process. Ecology final approval
triggers an appeal period.

The rule requires a public participation program that provides for early and continuous involvement of
interested parties throughout the review process.
For jurisdictions that find no amendments are needed, the scoping could lead directly to final legislative
action determining that no amendments are needed (“Finding of Adequacy”). Under the SMA,
amendments to SMPs are final only after approval by Ecology. Even when it is determined locally that no
amendments are necessary under the periodic review, local governments will submit their Findings of
Adequacy to Ecology for review of the local determination and to ensure a definitive conclusion to the
periodic review process. If in agreement, Ecology would issue a formal approval. This would provide
certainty to all parties that Ecology has concurred with the local determination.
Ecology’s approval triggers the appeal period. Any appeals would be of Ecology’s action as well as the
local government action.
Below is the complete text of Ecology’s rule outlining the periodic review requirements and process. The
annotation in colored boxes provides context and explanation for each section and is not part of the
formally adopted rule.

Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017
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WAC 173-26-090 - Locally initiated review—Periodic review—Public
involvement and approval procedures.
(1) Locally initiated master program reviews

Each local government should review its shoreline master program and make amendments deemed
necessary to reflect changing local circumstances, new information or improved data.
Local governments are encouraged to consult department guidance for applicable new information on
emerging topics such as sea level rise.
The first sentence of §1 has been in place for decades. Ecology retained this direction to emphasize that local
governments may amend their SMPs at any time to address changing circumstances, new information or
improved data. Ecology’s 2017 amendments suggests local governments consult Ecology guidance for
information on emerging issues such as sea level rise. Addressing sea level rise is an example of the kind of
work that might be most effectively tackled as part of a broader comprehensive plan initiative, rather than during
a focused SMA periodic review. Note that §(3)(b)(iii) calls on local governments to consider these kinds of
amendments during the mandatory periodic review. The periodic review can be considered a minimum time
period to convene a public process to consider as a community whether your SMP remains relevant with
changing conditions. However, these kinds of amendments can be conducted at any time.

(2) Periodic review requirements.

(a) Following the comprehensive updates required by RCW 90.58.080(2), each local government shall
conduct a review of their master program at least once every eight years on a schedule established in
the act. Following the review, local governments shall, if necessary, revise their master programs. This
review and revision is referred to in this section as the periodic review.
§ 2 (a) starts with direct quotes from the SMA at RCW 90.58.080(4), with an additional clarification that the rule
uses the term “periodic review” for the mandatory eight-year review. The term “comprehensive update” refers to
the one-time updates required under RCW 90.58.080(2) with deadlines from 2005 – 2014.

(2)(b) Deadlines for periodic review.
Local governments must take action to review, and if necessary, revise their master programs according
to the schedule established in RCW 90.58.080(4)(b). Deadlines for completion of periodic review are as
follows:
Table WAC 173-26-090.1 Deadlines for Completion of Periodic Review
Reviews must be completed
on or before June 30 of:
2019/2027*

Affected counties and the cities and towns within:
King, Pierce, Snohomish

2020/2028*

Clallam, Clark, Island, Jefferson, Kitsap, Mason, San Juan, Skagit, Thurston, Whatcom

2021/2029*

Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania, Spokane, Yakima

2022/2030*

Adams, Asotin, Columbia, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Grays Harbor, Klickitat,
Lincoln, Okanogan, Pacific, Pend Oreille, Stevens, Wahkiakum, Walla Walla, Whitman

* And every eight years thereafter.

Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017
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§ 2(b) quotes the statutory directive to review and revise if needed and presents the deadlines in a table.
The statutory requirement is to conduct a periodic review at least once every 8 years by June 30 of the year
listed. There is no absolute direction in law or rule for how early you can adopt, but as a general guide Ecology
recommends conducting periodic review within two years of the deadline. For SMA reviews in particular it will
actually be beneficial if local periodic review adoptions are “spread out” around the deadline to distribute the
review workload, and ensure Ecology can provide adequate help to individual jurisdictions.
Note that if a local governments simply ignores their deadlines they are potentially vulnerable to a “failure to
act” claim before the Growth Management Hearings Boards (for fully planning jurisdictions), or before the
Shorelines Hearings Board (for partially planning jurisdictions). Ecology also has authority to adopt SMP
amendments by rule under RCW 90.58.070.

(2)(c) Taking legislative action.
(i) The periodic review must be accomplished through legislative action. Legislative action means the
adoption of a resolution, motion, or ordinance following notice and a public hearing including, at a
minimum, findings that a review and evaluation has occurred and identifying the revisions made, or that
a revision was not needed and the reasons therefore. Legislative findings that no revisions are needed
are referred to in this section as "findings of adequacy."
(ii) Legislative action includes two components. It includes a review of the shoreline master program and
it includes the adoption of either findings of adequacy or any amendments necessary to bring the
program into compliance with the requirements of the act.
(iii) Legislative actions concluding the periodic review must be followed by department approval.
§ 2(c) clarifies that statutory review must be concluded with legislative action. In other words, a local
government cannot simply conduct a staff-level review, conclude no local action is needed, and be done with the
review obligation. Just like under GMA reviews, the review is a formal public process concluding with elected
officials taking formal action after a public hearing.
§ 2(c)(i) creates a new term – locally adopted findings that revisions to the SMP are not needed are called
“Findings of Adequacy.” § 2(c)(ii) clarifies that legislative action includes a formal public review and formal
action, whether the review results in amendments, or simple findings of adequacy where the review reveals no
changes to the SMP are needed. § 2(c) (iii) clarifies Ecology approval is needed to conclude local reviews. This
provides a definitive end to the local process. Note that an appeal of local periodic review amendments or local
findings of adequacy would also be appeals of Ecology’s approval.

(2)(d) The required minimum scope of review.
(i) The purpose and scope of the periodic review as established by the act is:
(A) To assure that the master program complies with applicable law and guidelines in effect at the time
of the review; and
(B) To assure consistency of the master program with the local government's comprehensive plan and
development regulations adopted under chapter 36.70A RCW, if applicable, and other local
requirements.
(ii) The review process provides the method for bringing shoreline master programs into compliance
with the requirements of the act that have been added or changed since the last review and for
Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017
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responding to changes in guidelines adopted by the department, together with a review for consistency
with amended comprehensive plans and regulations. Local governments should also incorporate
amendments to reflect changed circumstances, new information, or improved data. The review ensures
that shoreline master programs do not fall out of compliance over time through inaction.
(iii) The periodic review is distinct from the comprehensive updates required by RCW 90.58.080(2). The
presumption in the comprehensive update process was that all master programs needed to be revised
to comply with the full suite of ecology guidelines. By contrast, the periodic review addresses changes in
requirements of the act and guidelines requirements since the comprehensive update or the last
periodic review, and changes for consistency with revised comprehensive plans and regulations,
together with any changes deemed necessary to reflect changed circumstances, new information or
improved data. There is no minimum requirement to comprehensively revise shoreline inventory and
characterization reports or restoration plans.
§ 2(d)(i) and (ii) define the required scope of review consistent with the purpose set in statute.
§ 2(d)(iii) is intended to distinguish the periodic reviews from the one-time comprehensive SMP update.
Comprehensive updates involved a complete review of the SMP based on Ecology’s 2003 SMA rules, and
included extensive inventory work to determine shoreline jurisdiction and analyze existing conditions. Periodic
reviews are focused on new laws or rules that were not effect when the comprehensive update was adopted, or
new information a local government finds warrants local amendments.

(3) Procedures for conducting periodic reviews.
(3)(a) Public participation program.
(i) In conducting the periodic review, the department and local governments, pursuant to RCW
90.58.130, shall make all reasonable efforts to inform, fully involve and encourage participation of all
interested persons and private entities, tribes, and agencies of the federal, state or local government
having interests and responsibilities relating to shorelines of the state and the local master program.
Local governments may follow the public participation procedures under either the standard local
process outlined in WAC 173-26-100, or the optional joint review process outlined in WAC 173-26-104.
§ 3(a)(i) clarifies that the periodic review is a public process. Even though conducting the review may lead to the
conclusion no actual revisions are necessary, the direction in statute for public involvement applies.

(ii) Counties and cities shall establish and broadly disseminate to the public a public participation
program identifying procedures whereby review of the shoreline master program will be considered by
the local governing body consistent with RCW 36.70A.140. Such procedures shall provide for early and
continuous public participation through broad dissemination of informative materials, proposals and
alternatives, opportunity for written comments, public meetings after effective notice, provision for
open discussion, and consideration of and response to public comments.
The public participation program should include a schedule for the periodic review and identify when
legislative action on the review and update component are proposed to occur. The public participation
program should also inform the public of when to comment on the scope of the review and proposed
changes to the master program. Counties and cities may adjust the public participation program to best
meet the intent of the participation requirement.
Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017
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§ 3(a)(ii) require a public participation program for all jurisdictions, not just those fully planning under GMA.
The new additions under (A) and (B) are modified from GMA rules [WAC 365-196-610(2)(a)(i) and (ii)]. The
recommendation for a schedule and public scoping addresses Growth Management Hearings Board decisions –
highlighting the importance of definitive notice when taking action on periodic reviews.

(3)(b) Review and analysis to determine need for revisions.
(i) Review amendments to the act and shoreline master program guidelines.
Local governments must review amendments to chapter 90.58 RCW and department guidelines that
have occurred since the master program was last amended, and determine if local amendments are
needed to maintain compliance. The department will maintain a checklist of legislative and rule
amendments to assist local governments with this review. The department will provide technical
assistance to ensure local governments address applicable changes to the act and master program
guidelines.
(ii) Review relevant comprehensive plans and regulations.
Local governments must review changes to the comprehensive plan and development regulations to
determine if the shoreline master program policies and regulations remain consistent with them.
WAC 173-26-191(1)(e) and 173-26-211(3) provide guidance on determining internal consistency. It is the
responsibility of the local government to assure consistency between the master program and other
elements of the comprehensive plan and development regulations. Local governments should document
the consistency analysis to support proposed changes.
(iii) Additional review and analysis.
Local governments should consider during their periodic review whether to incorporate any
amendments needed to reflect changed circumstances, new information or improved data as described
under subsection (1) of this section. Local governments should consider whether the significance of the
changed circumstances, new information or improved data warrants amendments.
§ 3(b) is based on the Commerce GMA periodic update rule [WAC 365-196-610(2)(b)].
§ 3(b)(i) borrows from the Commerce rule in requiring Ecology to maintain a checklist of statutory and rule
amendments.
§ 3(b)(ii) references Ecology’s existing rules on how to review SMPs for consistency with GMA plans and
regulations. (Those rules clarify that local governments are responsible for determining whether their SMP is
consistent with other local plans and regulations, and not Ecology).
§ 3(b)(iii) acknowledges local governments may combine locally initiated amendments together with the
periodic review.

(3)(c) Take legislative action.
(i) At the end of the review process, counties and cities must take legislative action declaring the review
process complete.
(ii) The notice of hearing for legislative actions that are intended to address the periodic review process
must state that the actions to be considered are part of the periodic review process under RCW
90.58.080(4).
Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program, September 20, 2017
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(iii) The findings for any legislative action on the periodic review process must state that the action is
intended to satisfy the requirements of RCW 90.58.080(4).
(iv) A local government that determines after review that amendments are not needed shall adopt a
resolution, motion, or ordinance declaring findings of adequacy. Findings of adequacy are a local written
determination that no revisions to a shoreline master program are needed to comply with the
requirements of RCW 90.58.080(4).
§ 3(c)(i) – (iii) is based on the GMA periodic update rule [WAC 365-196-610(2)(c)]. These rules are based on
Growth Management Hearings Board decisions that found procedural errors in some local GMA periodic review
adoptions. It is important to definitively conclude the periodic review in legislative findings.
§ 3(c)(iv) clarifies that when no changes are needed a local government will adopt formal “Findings of
Adequacy.”

(3)(d) Submittal to the department.
(i) A local government that determines amendments are needed shall submit the amendments to the
department consistent with WAC 173-26-110.
(ii) A local government that determines amendments are not needed shall submit the following in lieu of
the requirements of WAC 173-26-110:
(A) A resolution or ordinance declaring findings of adequacy.
(B) Evidence of compliance with applicable public notice and consultation requirements.
(C) Copies of all public, agency and tribal comments received during any applicable public
comment periods, or where no comments have been received, a statement to that effect.
(D) A completed checklist demonstrating review elements have been considered, and are either
inapplicable or have already been addressed through previous locally initiated amendments
prior to the scheduled periodic review.
§ 3(d)(i) clarifies that when there are amendments, local governments will follow the normal amendment
process.
§ 3(d)(ii) provides submittal requirements when there are no amendments – these are the required elements for
complete submittal to accompany “findings of adequacy.”

(e) State process for approving periodic reviews.
(i) The department must issue a formal approval of any amendment or findings of adequacy.
Department approval is necessary to affirmatively conclude the periodic review process, to confirm that
state review of local action has occurred, and to establish a definitive appeal window consistent with
RCW 90.58.190.
(ii) Where the local government final action includes master program amendments, local governments
and the department shall follow applicable adoption procedures described in WAC 173-26-120.

Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
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(iii) Where the local government final action is to adopt findings of adequacy, the department shall
follow applicable adoption procedures described in WAC 173-26-120. The department shall review the
findings of adequacy solely for consistency with RCW 90.58.080(4) and this section.
§ 3(e)(i) clarifies that Ecology must approve any amendment as well as the “findings of adequacy.” Any appeals
would be of Ecology’s approval rather than the local government determination.
§ 3(e)(ii) clarifies that the normal adoption process applies if there are amendments.
§ 3(e)(iii) provides submittal requirements where there are no amendments. Ecology will follow the normal
adoption process but substitute review of the local “findings of adequacy” with evaluation of actual amendments.

Summary of Periodic Review Rule (WAC 173-26-090)
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City of Monroe
Shoreline Master Program Periodic Update
Periodic Review Checklist

ATTACHMENT 2

Introduction
This document is intended to provide an overview of the city’s Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Periodic
Review Update that is necessary to bring the City into compliance with state law. This review is
intended to keep the City’s SMP current with amendments to state laws or rules, changes to local plans
and regulations, and changes to address local circumstances, new information or improved data. The
review is required under the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) at RCW 90.58.080(4). Monroe is required
to update its Shoreline Master Program by June 30, 2019.
This checklist summarizes the City’s responses to state law amendments, adopted rules and applicable
Department of Ecology guidance documents between 2007 and 2017. This document is a living
document and will be updated throughout the periodic review process to reflect necessary SMP
amendments and responses to how those amendments were addressed.

State Law, Rules and DOE Guidance – Shoreline Management Regulations
Row

Summary of change

Review

a.

OFM adjusted the cost threshold
for substantial development to
$7,047.

b.

Ecology amended rules to clarify
that the definition of
“development” does not include
dismantling or removing
structures.
Ecology adopted rules that clarify
exceptions to local review under
the SMA.

2008 SMP includes reference
to previous $5,000 cost
threshold. Amend definition
of “Substantial Development”
to reflect the cost threshold to
new inflation adjusted amount
of $7,047.
2008 SMP does not clarify that
removing structures does not
constitute “development.”
Update per Ecology’s
recommended language.
2008 SMP does have a section
on exceptions. Exemptions
are listed in MMC 19.01.060
and references WAC 173-27040 but not exceptions.
Update per DOE
recommended language and
create a new section for
Exceptions.
Update MMC 19.01 to clarify
permit filing procedures with
DOE . “Date of filing” replaces
“date of receipt”. Possibly
add a separate section titled

2017

c.

d.

Ecology amended rules that
clarify permit filing procedures
consistent with a 2011 statute.

MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
Page 12 of 196

Action

Discussion Items #1
AB19-102

Row
e.

f.
g.

Summary of change

Review
“Filing with the Department of
Ecology.”
Not applicable. No
commercial forestry in the
city.

Action

Not applicable. No lands with
exclusive federal jurisdiction
in city limits.
2008 SMP includes tailored
nonconforming uses and
development standards.
Review to see if this section
needs to be updated.
2008 SMP does not state the
scope and process for
conducting periodic reviews of
SMPs required by RCW
90.58.080(4). Review for
consistency.
2008 SMP does not address
the details of the optional
SMP amendment process.
Can be added to the SMP of
land use code.
2008 SMP does not address
the details of the SMP
submittal process.

No Action Required

The Legislature created a new
shoreline permit exemption for
retrofitting existing structures to
comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act.
Ecology updated wetlands
critical areas guidance including
implementation guidance for the
2014 wetlands rating system.

MMC 19.01.060 references
WAC 173-27-040 and Chapter
90.58 RCW.

No Action Required

The Legislature adopted a 90-day
target for local review of
Washington State Department of

Review for consistency.
Update per Ecology’s
recommended language.

Ecology amended forestry use
regulations to clarify that forest
practices that only involves
timber cutting are not SMA
“developments” and do not
require SDPs.
Ecology clarified the SMA does
not apply to lands under
exclusive federal jurisdiction
Ecology clarified “default”
provisions for nonconforming
uses and development.

h.

Ecology adopted rule
amendments to clarify the scope
and process for conducting
periodic reviews.

i.

Ecology adopted a new rule
creating an optional SMP
amendment process that allows
for a shared local/state public
comment period.
Submittal to Ecology of proposed
SMP amendments.

j.

2016
a.

b.

2015
a.

The city’s 2017 Critical Areas
Ordinance incorporates
Ecology’s new rating system
and other clarifications. Need
to update the CAO in the SMP.

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
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Row

2014
a.

b.

2012
a.

2011
a.

b.
c.

d.

2010
a.

2009
a.

Summary of change
Transportation (WSDOT)
projects.

Review

Action

The Legislature raised the cost
threshold for requiring a
Substantial Development Permit
(SDP) for replacement docks on
lakes and rivers to $20,000 (from
$10,000).
The Legislature created a new
definition and policy for floating
on-water residences legally
established before 7/1/2014.

The Shoreline Management
code cites the RCW for lists of
exemptions.

No Action Required

The city does not have any
floating on-water residences.

No Action Required

The Legislature amended the
SMA to clarify SMP appeal
procedures.

SMP does not clarify the SMP
appeal process. The city will
rely on state laws and rules.

No Action Required

Ecology adopted a rule requiring
that wetlands be delineated in
accordance with the approved
federal wetland delineation
manual.
Ecology adopted rules for new
commercial geoduck
aquaculture.
The Legislature created a new
definition and policy for floating
homes permitted or legally
established prior to January 1,
2011.
The Legislature authorized a new
option to classify existing
structures as conforming.

The 2017 CAO references the
federal wetland delineation
manual. Incorporate the
updated CAO in the SMP.

The Legislature adopted Growth
Management Act – Shoreline
Management Act clarifications.

Review for consistency.

The Legislature created new
“relief” procedures for instances
in which a shoreline restoration
project within a UGA creates a

Add new section for Requests
for Relief from Shoreline
Regulations if needed.

There are no marine
shorelines in the city.

No Action Required

There are no floating homes in
the city.

No Action Required

Review for consistency.

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
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Row

Summary of change
shift in Ordinary High Water
Mark.
Ecology adopted a rule for
certifying wetland mitigation
banks.
The Legislature added moratoria
authority and procedures to the
SMA.

Review

Action

Wetland Mitigation Banking is
allowed in current CAO
regulations.
Current regulations do not
address SMP Moratoria
Authority. Add new section or
rely on the statute or adopt
these provisions into other
ordinances.

No Action Required

a.

The Legislature clarified options
for defining "floodway" as either
the area that has been
established in FEMA maps, or the
floodway criteria set in the SMA.

b.

Ecology amended rules to clarify
that comprehensively updated
SMPs shall include a list and map
of streams and lakes that are in
shoreline jurisdiction.

c.

Ecology’s rule listing statutory
exemptions from the
requirement for an SDP was
amended to include fish habitat
enhancement projects that
conform to the provisions of
RCW 77.55.181.

2008 SMP (Figure 8) shows
the Floodway Area using
FEMA FIRM maps. Add the
definition of “floodway” per
Ecology’s recommended
language.
2008 SMP lists the Skykomish
River, Woods Creek, and Lake
Tye in the SMP Inventory but
there is not a separate list or
map of streams and lakes.
Add a list and map of streams
and lakes.
MMC 19.01.060(A)(1) relies
on reference to statue.

b.
c.

2007

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review Checklist
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Chapter 1: Introduction
A. Purpose
In 1971, the State of Washington legislature enacted the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) in
order to address growing concern about the quality of the state’s shoreline environments. The
Act (RCW 90.58) recognizes that “shorelines are among the most valuable and fragile” of the
state’s resources. The Act, and the City of Monroe, recognize and protect private property rights
along the shorelines, while aiming to preserve the quality of this unique resource for all state
residents.
The primary purpose of the Act is to provide the management and protection of the state’s
shoreline resources by planning for their reasonable and appropriate use. A citizen’s initiative in
1972 designated the area to be regulated under the Act, and includes lands within two hundred
(200) feet of the shoreline.
The intent of the Monroe Shoreline Master Program, as a comprehensive use plan, are:
1.

To carry out the responsibilities assigned to the City of Monroe by the Washington
State Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58).

2.

To promote the public health, safety, and general welfare by providing a guide to
regulations for the future development of the shoreline resources of the City of
Monroe.

To further, by adoption, the policies of RCW 90.58, and the goals of this Shoreline Master
Program, both described in this document.

B. Title
This document shall be known and may be cited as the City of Monroe Shoreline Master
Program (the “Shoreline Master Program”, or “SMP”).

C. Applicability
Except when specifically exempted from the Act and this Program by statue, all proposed uses
and development occurring within shoreline jurisdiction must conform to chapter RCW 90.58
RCW, the Act, and this Program. The policies and regulations of this Program apply to all
shoreline uses and developments within shoreline jurisdiction whether or not a shoreline permit
Chapter
1 –05/07/2019
Introduction
MCC Agenda
Page 22 of 196

1
Discussion Items #1
AB19-102

or statement of permit exemption is required. The City of Monroe has the authority and
responsibility to condition a project even if it is exempt from the requirement for a substantial
development permit.

D. Shoreline Jurisdiction
The Shoreline Management Act defines “shorelines of the state” as the total of all “shorelines”
and “shorelines of statewide significance” within the state. In Monroe, the shoreline area to be
regulated by the City’s Program includes:
The Skykomish River and Woods Creek within the City’s municipal boundary;
The upland area landward 200 feet of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of the
Skykomish River and Woods Creek;
Tye Stormwater Facility and shorelands 200 feet from its ordinary high water mark;
All associated wetlands;
The mapped floodway areas associated with the Skykomish River as identified within the
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Preliminary Flood Insurance Study for
Snohomish County, Washington and Incorporated Areas and accompanying flood insurance
rate map (FIRM) (dated xx), or a more recent Federal Emergency Management Agency
adopted Flood Insurance Study and companying flood insurance rate map (FIRM)
consistent with MMC Chapter 20.05.110 – Flood hazard area development standards.
The mapped 100-year floodplain areas which extend landward 200 feet as measured on a
horizontal plane from the edge of the floodway areas, as depicted on effective FIRM
mapping consistent with MMC Chapter 20.05.110 – Flood hazard area development
standards.
The Skykomish River and associated shorelands is a shoreline of statewide significance within
Monroe, as defined by RCW 90.58.030 and designated by WAC 173-18.
Shorelines thus designated are important to the entire state. Because the shorelines of the
Skykomish River are a major source of benefit for all people in the state, the Monroe Shoreline
The Shoreline Master Program gives preference to the shoreline uses that favor public and long
range goals. Accordingly, this Shoreline Master Program gives preference to uses that meet the
principles outlined below, listed in the order of preference. These principles, defined in RCW
90.58.020, are incorporated into the City of Monroe Shoreline Master Program:
1.

Recognize and protect the statewide interest over local interest.

2.

Preserve the natural character of the shoreline.

3.

Result in long-term over short-term benefit.
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4.

Protect the resources and ecology of shorelines.

5.

Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shoreline.

6.

Increase recreational opportunities for the public on the shoreline.

In the implementation of this policy, the public’s opportunity to enjoy the physical and aesthetic
qualities of natural shorelines of the state shall be preserved to the greatest extent feasible,
consistent with the overall best interests of the state and the people. To this end, uses shall be
preferred that are consistent with control of pollution and prevention of damage to the natural
environment or are unique to, or dependent on use of, the state’s shorelines. Alteration of the
natural condition of the shorelines of the state, in those limited instances when authorized by this
Shoreline Master Program, shall be given priority for parks, open space, and limited commercial
developments particularly dependent on their location on or use of the shorelines of the state, and
other development that will provide an opportunity for substantial numbers of people to enjoy
the shorelines of the state.

For the purposes of the Shoreline Master Program, the City has locally modified the shoreline
boundary to exclude portions of the floodplain to correct for local topography and site-specific
conditions not available to FEMA. The Snohomish River floodplain as it extends into the
Fryelands area is not part of shoreline jurisdiction, nor is the Skykomish River floodplain area
east of Al Borlin Park. Finally, the optional inclusion of areas up to the 100-year floodplain into
shoreline jurisdiction was not extended to cover fully developed parcels, including the City’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant.
The policies and regulations of this program shall apply to the waters of the Skykomish River,
Woods Creek, and the Tye Stormwater Facility and adjacent “shorelands” within the Monroe
City Limits. See the official Shoreline Environmental Designations Map for depiction of the area
regulated by this Program. All shoreline jurisdiction boundaries depicted on the map are
approximate. They have not been formally delineated or surveyed and are intended for planning
purposes only. Additional site-specific evaluation may be needed at the project level to confirm
the extent of shoreline jurisdiction shown on this map, particularly with respect to the actual
location of the ordinary high water mark, the edges of wetlands, and the determination that a
wetland is associated with a shoreline waterbody.
The Act further designates some shorelines as “shorelines of statewide significance”. The
Skykomish River is designated as a “shorelines of statewide significance” within the City of
Monroe.

E. Document Organization
This Shoreline Master Program establishes long-term planning goals and policies, specific
development standards and use regulations, and permitting and administrative procedures. As
such, this Program is a stand-alone document that is linked to other City planning documents
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such as the Monroe Comprehensive Plan and the Monroe Municipal Code (MMC), as amended.
The organization of this Program and the purpose for each chapter is explained below.
Chapter 1. Introduction: provides background, purpose, legal authority, and identification of
shoreline jurisdiction extent.
Chapter 2. Shoreline Environment Designation Provisions: establishes a purpose and
identifies designation criteria and management policies for specific areas within the
shoreline jurisdiction.
Chapter 3. General Provisions: provides general policies and regulations that apply broadly
to uses and developments in all shoreline jurisdiction.
Chapter 4. Shoreline Modification Provisions: establishes policies and regulations of
shoreline modification activities and structures.
Chapter 5. Shoreline Use Provisions: establishes policies and regulations of specific uses
whenever they occur in shoreline jurisdiction.
Chapter 6. Administrative Provisions: provides procedures and process for permit
applications associated with shoreline development.
Chapter 7. Definitions: provides definitions for terms used throughout this Program.

E. How the Shoreline Master Program
is Used
The City of Monroe Shoreline Master Program is a planning document that outlines goals and
policies for the shoreline of the City, and also guides future use and development by establishing
regulations for development occurring within the shoreline jurisdiction. The overarching goals
and policies of the Shoreline Master Program are included in the Shoreline and Natural
Environment Element of the City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan. The core development
regulations adopted in this Shoreline Master Program are adopted in Chapter 22.82 (Shoreline
Management) within the Unified Development Code of the Monroe Municipal Code.
In order to preserve and enhance the shorelines of the City of Monroe, it is important that all
development proposals relating to the shoreline are evaluated in terms of the City’s Shoreline
Master Program, and the City Shoreline Administrator be consulted. The City Shoreline
Administrator for the City of Monroe is the Community Development Director.
Some developments may be exempt from permits, while others may need to stay within
established guidelines, or may require Substantial Development Permit and/or a Conditional Use
Permit or Variance; ALL new development and uses must comply with the policies and
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regulations established by the state Shoreline Management Act as expressed through this local
Shoreline Master Program adopted by the City of Monroe and DOE.
The Shoreline Management Act (SMA) defines for local jurisdictions the content and goals that
should be represented in the Shoreline Master Programs developed by each community; within
these guidelines, it is left to each community to develop the specific regulations appropriate to
that community. Under the SMA, all shorelines of the state meeting the criteria established
receive a given shoreline environmental designation. The purpose of the shoreline designation
system is to ensure that all land use, development, or other activity occurring within the
designated shoreline jurisdiction is appropriate for that area and provides consideration for the
special requirements of that environment.
The Monroe Shoreline Master Program addresses a broad range of uses that could be proposed in
the shoreline area. This thoroughness is intended to ensure that the Monroe shoreline area is
protected from activities and uses that, if unmonitored, could be developed inappropriately and
could cause damage to the ecological system of the shoreline, displace “preferred uses” as
identified in Chapter 90.58 RCW, or cause the degradation of the aesthetic values of the
shoreline that the community enjoys. The Shoreline Master Program provides the regulatory
parameters within which development can occur, or it states that the community considers a
certain type of use or activity is unacceptable within the City’s shoreline jurisdiction, or it states
that a use or activity may be considered when a discretionary permit is applied (such as a
Conditional Use Permit or shoreline Variance), but that the community should be able to ensure
that the development is carried out in such a way that the public’s interest protecting the
shoreline is retained.

1.When Is a Permit Required?
The Shoreline Master Program regulates “development,” and further defines what is considered
“substantial development” and would, therefore, require a Shoreline Substantial Development
Permit (SSDP), unless the development/activity is exempt. Some development may require a
Conditional Use Permit or a shoreline Variance from the provisions of the Shoreline Master
Program. Review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) may also be required.
“Development,” is defined by the Shoreline Management Act of 1971 as:
A use consisting of the construction or exterior alteration of structures; dredging, drilling;
dumping; filling; removal or any sand, gravel, or minerals; bulkheading; driving of
piling; placing of obstructions; or any project of a permanent or temporary nature which
interferes with the normal public use of the surface of the waters of the state subject to
Chapter 90.58 RCW at any state of water level (RCW 90.58.030(3a)).
The definition indicates that the “development” regulated by the Shoreline Management Act
includes not only those activities that most people recognize as “development,” but also those
activities that citizens may do around their own home. While the impact of these potential
“developments” may seem inconsequential at first, they may have unwanted and damaging
effects on the river ecology, the property of others, and the shoreline aesthetics.
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Projects that are identified as “developments,” but not “substantial developments,” do not require
a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit; however, they must still comply with all applicable
regulations in the City’s Shoreline Master Program, including critical areas regulations. In
addition, some developments may require a Conditional Use Permit or shoreline Variance from
the Shoreline Master Program’s provisions, although they do not meet the definition of a
“substantial development.”
“Substantial development” is any “development” where the total cost or fair market value
exceeds five thousand dollars ($5,000), or any development that materially interferes with the
normal public use of the water or shoreline of the state. The five thousand dollar ($5,000)
threshold will be adjusted for inflation by the Office of Financial Management every five years,
beginning July 1, 2007, based upon changes in the consumer price index during that time period.
Under the Shoreline Management Act, some types of development are exempt from the
requirement to apply for and receive a permit before beginning work per RCW 90.58.030(3)(e).
A complete list of developments and uses that are not considered “substantial development” is
found in Chapter 8: Definitions under “substantial development.”

2.The Permit Process
The City’s Shoreline Administrator can help determine if a project is classified as a substantial
development, determine if a permit is necessary or if a project is exempt from permit
requirements, and identify which regulations in the SMP may apply to the proposed project. The
Administrator can also provide information on the permit application process and how the SMP
process relates to, and can coordinate with, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process.
The permitting process can be divided into three phases: pre-application, submittal, and review.

3.Shoreline Permit Types
There are three types of permits: the Substantial Development Permit, the shoreline Conditional
Use Permit, and the shoreline Variance permit. All of these permits use the same application
form; however, they are processed slightly differently and have different criteria for approval.
Requests for a shoreline Substantial Development Permit, Variance, or a Conditional Use Permit
require review by the City of Monroe Hearing Examiner (per Monroe Municipal Code, Chapter
21.20.050). There may be instances where a Conditional Use Permit or shoreline Variance may
be approved without the need for a Substantial Development Permit. The Hearing Examiner will
hold a public hearing on the proposal and approve, approve with conditions, or deny the
application. The Hearing Examiner’s decision is final, unless an appeal is applied for consistent
with the criteria established in the Monroe Municipal Code Chapter 21.60 (Appeals). Requests
for Conditional Use Permits and shoreline Variances require final approval by DOE. A
description of shoreline application procedures and review criteria are discussed in Chapter 6,
Administrative Provisions and in Title 19 of the Monroe Municipal Code.
A map of the shoreline jurisdiction and a description of the various shoreline designations are
presented in Chapter 2 (Environment Designation Provisions).
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4.Relationship of this Shoreline Master Program to Other
Plans
In addition to compliance with the provisions of the Shoreline Management Act of 1971, the
Monroe Shoreline Master Program (SMP) must be mutually consistent with local plans and
policy documents, specifically, the Monroe Comprehensive Plan and the City’s Critical Areas
Regulations (MMC Chapter 22.82, as adopted by Ordinance XXX), as incorporated into this
Shoreline Master Program by reference. The Monroe SMP must also be mutually consistent
with the regulations developed by the City to implement its plans, including the zoning code,
subdivision regulations, and other development standards, as well as building construction and
safety requirements. When there is a conflict, the most restrictive regulations, as determined by
the City, should apply.
Submitting an application for a shoreline development or use does not exempt an applicant from
complying with any other local, county, state, regional, or federal statutes or regulation, which
may also be applicable to such development or use.
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Chapter 2: Shoreline Environment
Designation Provisions
A. Introduction
Six environment designations have been adopted for the City’s shoreline areas: Aquatic, Natural,
Urban Conservancy, Shoreline Residential, High Intensity, and Tye Stormwater Facility. The
criteria for assigning a specific designation to a particular section of shoreline are outlined in
Ecology’s Shoreline Master Program Guidelines, WAC 173-26-211(5). The most important
differences between the City’s proposed environment designations and the criteria provided in
the WAC are the absence of a “Rural Residential” environment and the inclusion of the “Tye
Stormwater Facility” environment. The reasons for this difference is that Monroe is an Urban
Growth Area under GMA and therefore not appropriate for a “Rural Residential” designation,
and there is a need for an environment that recognizes the specific characteristics of the created
stormwater detention pond in Lake Tye Park.
For each shoreline environment designation, a purpose, designation criteria, and general
management policies are provided. Any area not explicitly assigned an environment designation
shall be designated “Urban Conservancy.”

Figure 1 illustrates the shoreline designations, as described below.

B. Designations
1.“Natural” Environment
Purpose
The purpose of the “Natural” environment is to protect and restore those shoreline areas that are
relatively free of human influence or that include intact or minimally degraded shoreline
functions intolerant of human use. These systems require that only very low-intensity uses be
allowed in order to maintain the ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes.
Designation Criteria
The “Natural” environment designation is assigned to shoreline areas with at least one of the
following characteristics:
 The shoreline is ecologically intact and therefore currently performing an important,
irreplaceable function or ecosystem-wide process;
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The shoreline represents ecosystems and geologic types that are of particular scientific
and educational interest;



The shoreline is unable to support new development or uses without significant
ecological impacts to ecological functions or risk to human safety;



The shoreland is especially sensitive to human disturbance and important for the
conservation and recovery of priority species;



The shoreland is relatively far from human development and provides food or habitat for
a priority, threatened, or endangered species; or



The shoreland has unique recreational and scenic value that would be degraded by human
development.

In the City of Monroe, the following areas are designated as “Natural”:
1. Lands within shoreline jurisdiction adjacent to, and west of, the “Aquatic” environment along
Al Borlin Park, between the main channel of the Skykomish River and the side channel as it
meanders over time;
2. Wetlands and forested upland habitat to the north, west and south of the Cadman Site Area,
located generally east of 177th Avenue SE, south of the Park Place Elementary school playing
fields, and north of the “Aquatic” environment along the Skykomish River.
Management Policies
1. Any use that would substantially degrade the ecological functions or natural character of the
shoreline area should be prohibited.
2. The following new uses should not be allowed in the “Natural” environment:


Commercial uses.



Industrial uses.



Non-water-oriented recreation.



Roads, utility corridors, and parking areas

3. Single-family residential development is prohibited within the “Natural” environment.
4. Scientific, historical, cultural, educational research uses, and low-intensity water-oriented
recreational access uses may be allowed provided that no significant ecological impact on the
area will result.
5. New development, subdivisions, or significant vegetation removal that would reduce the
capability of vegetation to perform normal ecological functions should not be allowed.
6. Uses that are consumptive of physical, visual, and biological resources should be prohibited.
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7. Uses and activities permitted in locations adjacent to shorelines designated “Natural” should
be compatible and should ensure that the integrity of the “Natural” environment will not be
compromised.
8. All allowed uses and developments should maintain or improve ecological functions and
ecosystem-processes.

2.“Aquatic” Environment
Purpose
The purpose of the “Aquatic” environment is to protect, restore, and manage the unique
characteristics and resources of the areas waterward of the ordinary high water mark.
Designation Criteria
The “Aquatic” environment designation is assigned to shoreline areas waterward of the ordinary
high water mark.
Management Policies
1. Allow new over-water structures only for water-dependent uses, public access, or ecological
restoration.
2. The size of new in/over-water structures should be limited to the minimum necessary to
support the structure’s intended use.
3. In order to reduce the impacts of shoreline development and increase effective use of water
resources, multiple uses of over-water facilities should be encouraged.
4. Provisions for the “Aquatic” environment should be directed towards maintaining and
restoring habitat for priority aquatic species.
5. All developments and uses on navigable waters or their beds should be located and designed
to minimize interference with surface navigation, to consider impacts to public views, and to
allow for the safe, unobstructed passage of fish and wildlife, particularly those species
dependent on migration.
6. Shoreline uses and modifications should be designed and managed to prevent degradation of
water quality and alteration of natural hydrographic conditions.
7. In appropriate areas, where there is not unavoidable conflict with commercial navigation,
fishing and recreational uses of the water should be protected against competing uses that
would interfere with these activities.
8. Development of underwater pipelines and cables in the aquatic environment should be
discouraged except where adverse environmental impacts can be shown to be less than the
impact of upland alternatives; when permitted, such facilities should include adequate
provisions to ensure against substantial or irrevocable damage to the environment.
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9. Abandoned and neglected structures that cause adverse visual impacts or are a hazard to
public health, safety, and welfare should be removed or, if conforming with respect to use
and location, restored to a usable condition consistent with the provision of this program.
10. The above policies apply to the Aquatic environment associated with the Tye Stormwater
Facility environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. However, any loss of shoreline
ecological functions must be mitigated.

3.“High Intensity” Environment
Purpose
The purpose of the “High Intensity” environment is to accommodate high-intensity wateroriented and non-water-oriented commercial, transportation and industrial uses while protecting
existing ecological functions and restoring ecological functions in areas that have been
previously degraded.
Designation Criteria
The “High Intensity” environment designation is assigned to shoreline areas within the City that
currently support high-intensity uses related to commerce, transportation or navigation; or are
suitable and planned for high-intensity water-oriented uses as indicated on Figure 2 of this
Program.
In the City of Monroe, the following areas are designated as “High Intensity”:
1. Lands within shoreline jurisdiction situated landward of the top of bluff as determined by the
City on the west side of Woods Creek, between Charles Street and Simons Road;
2. Lands within shoreline jurisdiction in commercial development on the south side of Old
Owen Road, west of Woods Creek and upstream of US-2; and
3. Rights-of-way of active transportation corridors, including SR 2, SR 203, 177th Avenue SE,
Fryelands Boulevard, and the active Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad lines.
4. Lands within Skykomish River shoreline jurisdiction in ongoing industrial use generally
located east of 177th Street SE and surrounded by City park and open space lands.
Management Policies
1. In regulating uses in the “High Intensity” environment, first priority should be given to
water-dependent uses. Second priority should be given to water-related and water-enjoyment
uses. Non-water-oriented uses may also be allowed in limited situations where they do not
conflict with or limit opportunities for water-oriented uses or on sites where there is no direct
access to the shoreline.
2. Full utilization of existing urban areas should be achieved before further expansion of
intensive development is allowed. Consideration should be given to the potential for
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displacement of non-water-oriented uses with water-oriented uses when analyzing full
utilization of urban waterfronts and before considering expansion of such areas.
3. In order to make maximum use of available shorelines and to accommodate future uses, the
redevelopment of shoreline areas with existing substandard or obsolete development should
be encouraged.
4. Policies and regulations shall assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions as a result
of new development. Where applicable, new development shall include environmental
cleanup and restoration of the shoreline.
5. The City will encourage conservation and/or restoration projects, such as conserving and
enhancing riparian forest and vegetation or recreating off-channel habitat for salmonids.
6. Where past mining operations have occurred within the “High Intensity” environment,
restoration of ecological functions must be implemented as part of the reclamation process at
the end of a mining operation.
7. Where feasible, visual and physical public access should be required as provided for in the
Public Access Element.
8. Link, where practical, public access points with transportation routes such as bicycle and
hiking paths.

4.“Urban Conservancy” Environment
Purpose
The purpose of the “Urban Conservancy” environment is to protect and restore ecological
functions of open space, floodplain and other sensitive lands where they exist in urban and
developed settings, while allowing a variety of compatible uses.
Designation Criteria
An “Urban Conservancy” environment designation is assigned to shoreline areas appropriate and
planned for development that is compatible with maintaining or restoring the ecological
functions of the area, that are not generally suitable for water-dependent uses and that lie in
incorporated municipalities or urban growth areas if any of the following characteristics apply:


They are suitable for water-related or water-enjoyment uses;



They are open space, floodplain or other sensitive areas that should not be more
intensively developed;



They have potential for ecological restoration;



They retain important ecological functions, even though partially developed; or



They have the potential for development that incorporates ecological restoration.

In the City of Monroe, the following areas are designated as “Urban Conservancy:”
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1. Lands within shoreline jurisdiction along Woods Creek, upstream of US 2, with the
exception of lands designated Shoreline Residential and High Intensity;
2. South of US 2, the entire shoreline of Woods Creek extending to the bottom of the bluff on
the west side, and to the Skykomish River on the east side, with the exception of lands
designated Natural upstream of the old railroad trestle, lands designated Shoreline
Residential and High Intensity upland of the top of the bluff on the west side of Woods
Creek, railroad and roadway lands designated High Intensity, and areas within shoreline
jurisdiction designated Aquatic waterward of the Skykomish River OHWM;
3. West of the Skykomish River bridge, lands within shoreline jurisdiction lying generally south
of the City’s wastewater treatment plant and encompassing the City’s Skykomish River Park
(Sky River Park), as well as areas lying east of 177th Street SE of Village Way and north of
the Skykomish River (City owned Cadman Site park and open space lands);
4. Associated wetlands north of SR 2 and south and east of the Rivmont neighborhood,
extending up an old side-channel of the Skykomish River; and
5. Lands between the western boundary of shoreline jurisdiction on the Reformatory property
and 177th Avenue SE.
Management Policies
1. Uses that preserve the natural character of the area or promote preservation of open space,
floodplain or sensitive lands either directly or over the long term should be the primary
allowed uses. Uses that result in restoration of ecological functions should be allowed if the
use is otherwise compatible with the purpose of the environment and the setting.
2. During development and redevelopment, all reasonable efforts should be taken to restore
ecological functions. Where feasible, restoration and public access should be required of all
non-water-dependent development.
3. Standards should be established for shoreline stabilization measures, vegetation conservation,
water quality, and shoreline modifications within the “Urban Conservancy” designation.
These standards shall ensure that new development does not result in a net loss of shoreline
ecological functions or further degrade other shoreline values.
4. Public access and public recreation objectives should be implemented whenever feasible and
significant ecological impacts can be mitigated.
5. Water-oriented uses should be given priority over non-water-oriented uses. For shoreline
areas adjacent to commercially navigable waters, water-dependent uses should be given
highest priority.
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5.“Shoreline Residential” Environment
Purpose
The purpose of the “Shoreline Residential” environment is to accommodate residential
development and appurtenant structures that are consistent with this chapter. An additional
purpose is to provide appropriate public access and recreational uses.
Designation Criteria
A “Shoreline Residential” environment designation is assigned to shoreline areas that are
predominantly single-family or multifamily residential development or are planned and platted
for residential development.
In the City of Monroe, the following areas are designated “Shoreline Residential”:
1. Lands within shoreline jurisdiction on the three existing residential parcels east of Woods
Creek and immediately south of Old Owen Road, generally north of the midpoint between
US 2 and Old Owen Road, residential parcels extending up the creek, landward of the top of
bank, south of Old Owen and Calhoun Roads;
2. Portions of residential parcels within shoreline jurisdiction along the top of the bluff west of
Woods Creek, between Lewis Street and Charles Street; and
3. The area within shoreline jurisdiction of two residential parcels located between Old Owen
Road and Calhoun Road, approximately five hundred (500) feet east of the intersection of the
two roads.
Note: On the west side of Woods Creek, just upstream of Lewis Street Park, the residential
parcels that extend to the creek were split into Shoreline Residential landward of the top of bank,
and Urban Conservancy waterward of the top of bank.
Management Policies
1. Development should be permitted only in those shoreline areas where adequate setbacks or
buffers are possible to protect ecological functions; there are adequate access, water, sewage
disposal, utilities systems, and public services available; and where the environment can
support the proposed use in a manner which protects or restores the ecological functions.
2. Standards for shoreline setbacks and/or buffers, lot coverage, shoreline stabilization,
vegetation conservation, critical area protection, and water quality shall be set to assure no
net loss of shoreline ecological functions, taking into account the environmental limitations
and sensitivity of the shoreline area, the level of infrastructure and services available, and
other comprehensive planning considerations.
3. Multi-family and multi-lot residential and recreational developments should provide public
access and joint use for community recreational facilities.
4. Access, utilities, and public services should be available and adequate to serve existing needs
and/or planned future development.
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5. Commercial development should be limited to water-oriented uses.
6. Water-oriented recreational uses should be allowed, where impacts to ecological functions
and residential properties can be prevented.

6.“Tye Stormwater Facility” Environment
Purpose
The purpose of the “Tye Stormwater Facility” environment is to encourage and enhance
recreational uses, public access, and appropriate development while accomplishing the water
body’s primary function: storing and treating storm water runoff from nearby lands. The
purposed of this environment is additionally to facilitate efficient shoreline approvals for
appropriate and planned upland park improvements.
Designation Criteria
A “Tye Stormwater Facility” environment designation will be assigned to shoreline areas if they
are human-made stormwater detention facilities with recreational and/or public access
opportunities.
In the City of Monroe, the following areas are designated “Tye Stormwater Facility:”
1. Lands within shoreline jurisdiction (200 feet from the ordinary high water mark) surrounding
“Lake Tye,” located south of State Route 2, with the exception of the Fryelands Boulevard
right-of-way designated High Intensity.
Rationale: “Lake Tye” is a human-made stormwater detention pond, originally excavated to
provide fill to elevate the Fryelands development above the 100-year floodplain. Since its
construction in the early 1990s, a walking path, swimming beach, informal gravel boat launch,
skateboard park, and commercial development have been installed around the pond. The
development houses water-enjoyment uses as well as non-water-oriented uses. The area is
planned for an additional commercial development. Additional parcels partially within shoreline
jurisdiction house light industrial uses.
Management Policies
1. In regulating uses in the “Tye Stormwater Facility” environment, first priority should be
given to water-dependent uses. Second priority should be given to water-related and waterenjoyment uses. Non-water-oriented uses may also be allowed.
2. Policies and regulations shall assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions relevant to
the facility’s primary purpose of holding and treating stormwater as a result of new
development. Any loss of ecological functions as a result of maintaining the facility’s
primary purpose, expanding and improving recreational and public access uses, or
constructing new developments shall be mitigated.
3. The City will encourage conservation and/or restoration projects, such as conserving and
enhancing shoreline vegetation.
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4. The City will encourage water-oriented recreational activities, such as swimming, angling,
strolling, and small, non-motorized and electric motor boating.
5. Where feasible, visual and/or physical public access should be required.
Normal and routine maintenance activities for all existing public recreation and utility uses and
structures within the Tye Stormwater Facility environment do not qualify as development and
shall not require a shoreline substantial development permit or shoreline conditional use permit.

C. Shoreline Use and Modification
Matrix
The following matrix indicates the allowable uses and shoreline modifications and some of the
standards applicable to those uses and modifications. Where there is a conflict between the chart
and the written provisions in Chapters 3, 4, or 5 of this Shoreline Master Program, the written
provisions shall apply.
Any use, development or substantial development not classified elsewhere in this Shoreline
Master Program or listed below shall require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).

Urban Conservancy

Shoreline Residential

Tye Stormwater
Facility

Aquatic 1

May be permitted
May be permitted as a
conditional use only
X = Prohibited; the use is not
eligible for a Variance or
Conditional Use Permit
N/A = Not applicable
SHORELINE USE

High Intensity

P
C

Natural

The chart is coded according to the
following legend.

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
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X
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P

X
X
X
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X
X
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C
P
P
C

C
C
X
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P
C

X
X
X
P
P
C

P
P
P
P
P
C

X
X
X
X
X
C

=
=

Agriculture
Aquaculture
Boating facilities (see notes and
Chapter 5, Section F)
Commercial:
Water-dependent
Water-related, water-enjoyment
Non-water-oriented
Flood hazard management
Forest practices7
In-stream structures
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Natural

High Intensity

Urban Conservancy

Shoreline Residential

Tye Stormwater
Facility

Aquatic 1

The chart is coded according to the
following legend.

X

P

X

X

X

X

X

P

X

X

X

X

X

C5

X

X

P

X

Mining

X

X

X

X

X

X

Parking (accessory)

X

P

P

P

P

X

Parking (primary, including paid)
Recreation:
Water-dependent

X

X

X

X

X

X

C

P

P

P

P

C

C

P

P

P

P

C

C

P

X

P
C

=
=

X

=

N/A =

May be permitted
May be permitted as a
conditional use only
Prohibited; the use is not
eligible for a Variance or
Conditional Use Permit
Not applicable

Industrial:
Water-dependent
Water-related, water-enjoyment
Non-water-oriented

Water-related, water-enjoyment
Non-water-oriented

X

C

C2

Single-family residential

X

X

X

P

X

X

Multifamily residential

X

P

X

P

X

X

Land division (See Section 6.B.7.)
Signs:
On premises

X

P

X

P

P

X

X

P

X

X

P

X

Off premises

X

X

X

X

P

X

Public, highway

P

P

P

X

P

X

Solid waste disposal

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Natural

High Intensity

Urban Conservancy

Shoreline Residential

Tye Stormwater
Facility

Aquatic 1

The chart is coded according to the
following legend.

X

P

P

P

P

C

X

P3

C3

C3

P

C

X

P3

C3

P3

P

C

X

P3

C3

P3

P

C

Beach restoration/enhancement

C4

P

P4

P

P

Bioengineering

C4

P

P4

P

P

Revetments

X

C4

C4

C4

C

Bulkheads

X

C4

C4

C4

C

Breakwaters/jetties/rock
weirs/groins

X

X

X

X

X

Dikes, levees

X

X

X

X

P

Dredging

X

X

X

X

P10

Hazardous waste cleanup8

P

P

P

P

P

Fill

X

X

X

X

P

Piers, docks

X

X

X

X

X11

P
C

=
=

X

=

N/A =

May be permitted
May be permitted as a
conditional use only
Prohibited; the use is not
eligible for a Variance or
Conditional Use Permit
Not applicable

Transportation:
Water-dependent
Non-water-oriented
Roads, railroads
Utilities (primary)
SHORELINE MODIFICATIONS

See adjacent upland environment

Shoreline stabilization:

Notes to Matrix:
1. The use or shoreline modification may be allowed in the Aquatic Environment if, and only if,
permitted in the adjacent upland environment.
2. Public access, as approved by the City, is a condition of non-water-dependent development on
properties with shoreline waterbody frontage.
3. The use may be allowed provided there is no other feasible route or location.
4. The shoreline modification may be allowed for environmental restoration or if the City
determines that there will be a net increase in desired shoreline ecological functions.
5. Within the ‘Cadman Sky River’ industrial property in the High Intensity environment of the
Skykomish River, continued aggregate washing, crushing and screening, and continued
concrete batching facilities or concrete ready-mix facilities are permitted, together with
accessory uses such as truck scales, office trailers, maintenance shops, equipment sheds,
aggregate depots, and facilities for fueling equipment, provided that these facilities and
activities are not expanded. See Section 5.E. Mining for conditions.
6. The existing boat launch at the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Lewis Street
Access Site may be modified and improved consistent with state and federal regulatory agency
permits that must be obtained prior to Conditional Use Permit approval. New hand launch
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7.

8.
9.

10.

11.

facilities may be provided within the Cadman Site park area to provide access for kayaks,
canoes, and similar non-motorized and hand launched watercraft along the Cadman Site pond
and to adjacent Skykomish River shoreline. Improvements for any hand launch facilities must
be consistent with state and federal regulatory agency permits which must be obtained prior to
Conditional Use Permit approval. No other new boating facilities are allowed in the Urban
Conservancy environment.
All forest practices subject to the Washington State Forest Practices Act (Title 222 WAC;
Chapters 76.09 and 76.13 RCW) must conform to the provisions of that Act, thisShoreline
Master Program, and any other applicable City requirements. See Section 3.L Vegetation
Conservation of this Shoreline Master Program and Critical Areas Regulations (MMC Chapter
22.80) for other conditions.
Any cleanup activities must be coordinated with approval and oversight by the Department of
Ecology, or conducted under Ecology’s Voluntary Cleanup Program.
New boating facilities may be constructed to provide improved access for non-motorized and
small electric boats (1.5 hp). All facilities, including boat launches or piers and docks, will be
designed in consultation with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. No facilities will be
constructed to provide long-term moorage.
Dredging may only be conducted as necessary to maintain the stormwater detention function
of the pond. Dredging must be conducted in a way that minimizes impacts to ecological
functions and any impacts must be mitigated.
The prohibition on piers and docks does not apply to public recreational facilities, which are
addressed under Boating Facilities.
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Shoreline
Environme
nt

D.Site Development Standards
Natural/ Urban
Conservancy
Tye Stormwater Facility
High Intensity
HIj

Shoreline
Residential

UC

Land Use
LOS
PS
SC
LI
GC
GI
UR
MR
Zonea
Setback/
200 ftb, c
25 ft
200 ftb, c
200 ftb
200 ftb
200 ftb
200 ftb
buffer from
200 ftb
the OHWM
Height of
35 ft
35 ft
35 ft
35 ft
35 ft
50 ft
35 ft
35 ft
Buildingd
Same as
Maximum lot
the
coverage, as
closest
Nonef
75%
Nonef
75%
50%
60%
10%
a percentage
most
of total lot
restrictive
zone
areae
Notes:
a. Land Use Zone Key: LOS=limited open space, PS=Public Open Space, SC=Service
Commercial, LI=Light Industrial, GC=General Commercial, GI=General Industrial, UR=Urban
Residential, MR=Multifamily Residential
b. Setback/buffer reduction shall require approval of a shoreline Variance. See Critical Areas
Regulations (MMC Chapter 22.80) adopted by reference for information regarding criteria and
standards for setback/buffer reduction.
c. In the Tye Stormwater Facility environment designation, the OHWM setback/buffer is 25 feet.
d. "Height of building" means the vertical distance from the finished average grade level to the
highest point of the roof surface of a flat roof, to the deck line of a mansard roof, and to the
average height level between the eaves and ridge for a gable, hip or gambrel roof.
e. As defined in MMC 18.02.220, “Maximum Lot coverage” means the total impervious area to be
covered by buildings, driveways, parking areas, sidewalks, pools, and similar impervious surface
areas.”
f. No established maximum lot coverage, except as required by the landscape and parking district
requirements found in the Monroe Municipal Code.
g. IBC and IFC refer to International Building Code and International Fire Code.
h. Proposals that include structures taller than 35 feet must submit a view analysis based on the
definition for “height” found in WAC 173-27-030(9).
i. Only applies to ongoing industrial use at Cadman Sky River property within Skykomish River
shoreline jurisdiction to the east of 177th Avenue SE and otherwise surrounded by City owned
park / open space lands.
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Chapter 3: General Provisions
A. Introduction
General policies and regulations are applicable to all uses and activities (regardless of Shoreline
Master Program environment designation) that may occur along a jurisdiction’s shorelines.
This chapter is broken up into different topic headings and is arranged alphabetically. Each topic
begins with a discussion of background shoreline master program issues and considerations,
followed by general policy statements and regulations. The intent of these provisions is to be
inclusive, making them applicable over a wide range of environments as well as particular uses
and activities.

B. General
1. Policies
1. The City will periodically review conditions on the shoreline and conduct appropriate
analysis to determine whether or not other actions are necessary to protect and restore the
ecology, protect human health and safety, upgrade the visual qualities, and enhance
residential and recreational uses on the City’s shorelines. Specific issues to address in such
evaluation include, but are not limited to:
a. Water quality.
b. Conservation of aquatic vegetation (control of noxious weeds and enhancement of
vegetation that supports more desirable ecological and recreational conditions).
c. Upland vegetation.
d. Changing visual character as a result of new residential development, including additions,
and individual vegetation conservation practices.
e. Shoreline stabilization and modifications.
2. The City will keep records of all project review actions within shoreline jurisdiction,
including shoreline permits, letters of exemption, and building permits.
3. Where appropriate, the City will pursue the policies of this Shoreline Master Program in
other land use, development permitting, public construction, and public health and safety
activities. Specifically, such activities include, but are not limited to:
a. Water quality and storm water management activities, including those outside shoreline
jurisdiction but affecting the shorelines of the state.
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b. Aquatic vegetation management.
c. Health and safety activities, especially those related to sanitary sewage.
d. Public works and utilities development.
4. Involve affected federal, state, and tribal governments in the review process of shoreline
applications.

2. Regulations
1. All proposed uses and developments, including those that do not require a shoreline permit,
occurring within shoreline jurisdiction, must conform to Chapter 90.58 RCW Shoreline
Management Act and this Shoreline Master Program.
2. Shoreline uses and modifications listed as “prohibited” shall not be eligible for consideration
as a shoreline Variance or shoreline Conditional Use Permit.
3. The “policies” listed in this Shoreline Master Program will provide broad guidance and
direction and will be used by the City in applying the “regulations.”
4. Where provisions of this Shoreline Master Program conflict, the provisions most directly
implementing the objectives of the Shoreline Management Act, as determined by the City,
shall apply unless specifically stated otherwise.
5. All uses and development shall result in no net loss of ecological functions to the greatest
extent feasible.
6. All newly created lots with shoreline frontage shall provide a minimum shoreline frontage
width of 50 feet.

C. Archaeological and Historic
Resources
1. Policies
The following provisions apply to archaeological and historic resources that are either recorded
at the State Historic Preservation Office and/or by local jurisdictions or have been inadvertently
uncovered.
1. Due to the limited and irreplaceable nature of the resource, public or private uses, activities,
and development should be prevented from destroying or damaging any site having historic,
cultural, scientific or educational value as identified by the appropriate authorities.

Chapter
3 –05/07/2019
General Provisions
MCC Agenda
Page 43 of 196

Discussion Items22
#1
AB19-102

2. Regulations
1. Archaeological sites located both in and outside the shoreline jurisdiction are subject to RCW
27.44 (Indian Graves and Records) and RCW 27.53 (Archaeological Sites and Resources)
and shall comply with WAC 25-48 as well as the provisions of this Shoreline Master
Program.
2. The City shall notify the Tulalip Tribes upon receipt of application for work in shoreline
areas. The property owner shall allow the Tulalip Tribes to examine the site at a mutually
agreed upon time.
3. All shoreline permits shall contain provisions which require developers to immediately stop
work and notify the City, affected tribes and the Washington State Office of Archaeology if
any phenomena of possible archaeological interest are uncovered during excavations. In
such cases, the developer shall be required to provide for a site inspection and evaluation by
a professional archaeologist to ensure that all possible valuable archaeological data are
properly salvaged.
4. Permits issued in areas known to contain archaeological artifacts and data shall include a
requirement that the developer provide for a site inspection and evaluation by a professional
archaeologist in coordination with affected Native American tribes. The permit shall require
approval by the City before work can begin on a project following inspection. Significant
archaeological data or artifacts shall be recovered before work begins or resumes on a
project.
5. Significant archaeological and historic resources shall be permanently preserved for scientific
study, education and public observation. Significant archaeological and historic resources
shall be handled in conformance with the federal Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act. When the City determines that a site has significant archaeological,
natural, scientific or historical value, a Substantial Development Permit shall not be issued
for activities which would pose a threat to the site. The City may require that development
be postponed in such areas to allow investigation of public acquisition potential and/or
retrieval and preservation of significant artifacts.
6. In the event that unforeseen factors constituting an emergency as defined in RCW 90.58.030
necessitate rapid action to retrieve or preserve artifacts or data identified above, the project
may be exempted from the permit requirement of these regulations. The City shall notify the
State Department of Ecology, the State Attorney General’s Office, and the State Historic
Preservation Office of such a waiver in a timely manner.
7. Archaeological excavations may be permitted subject to Chapter 25-48 WAC (Archeological
excavation and removal permit) and the provisions of this program.
8. Identified historical or archaeological resources shall be considered in park, open space,
public access and site planning, with access to such areas designed and managed so as to give
maximum protection to the resource and surrounding environment.
9. Clear interpretation of historical and archaeological features and natural areas shall be
provided when appropriate.
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D. Critical Areas
1. Policies
2. The City should preserve, enhance, and/or protect critical areas in shoreline jurisdiction for
their ecological functions and values, as well as their aesthetic, scenic, and educational
qualities.
3. Unique, rare, and fragile and manmade features as well as scenic vistas, should be preserved
and protected.
4. Conserve and maintain designated open spaces for ecological reasons and for educational and
recreational purposes.
5. Recognize that the interest and concern of the public is essential to the improvement of the
environment and sponsor and support public information programs to that end.
6. Intensive development of shoreline areas that are identified as hazardous or environmentally
sensitive to development should be discouraged.

2. Regulations
The City of Monroe Critical Areas Regulations, as adopted by Ordinance xxx [PENDING] and
codified in MMC 22.80, are herein incorporated into this Program except for the following:


22.80.050(B), Exemptions.



22.80.050(C), Exceptions, including public agency and utility exception (subsection C.1)
and reasonable use exception (subsection C.2), and innovative development design
(subsection C.3).



22.80.060, Nonconforming uses.

In the event of a contradiction between this SMP and the Critical Areas Regulations (MMC
22.80), the provision more protective of the environment shall apply, as determined by the City.
MMC 22.80.090 (Stream Development Standards) requires a minimum buffer of two hundred
(200) feet from Type 1 streams. The Skykomish River and Woods Creek are both classified as
Type 1 streams. MMC 22.80 also include provisions for increasing the stream buffer as
necessary to protect streams when either the stream is particularly sensitive to disturbances or the
development poses unusual impacts.
In accordance with statute, wetlands associated with waters of the state fall within Shoreline
Management Act jurisdiction. Buffer areas of wetlands and other critical areas that extend
outside of the boundary of shoreline jurisdiction are regulated under the City of Monroe Critical
Areas Ordinance (MMC 20.05). Activities occurring in these buffer areas would not require
Shoreline Master Program review, and exceptions listed above shall not apply.
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Allowances for Tye Stormwater Facility fringe wetlands. Wetlands that have developed around
the edges of the Tye Stormwater Facility must be delineated and protected as outlined in MMC
22.80. However, the buffer from any Tye Stormwater Facility-fringe wetland shall only extend
to the waterward edge of paved roads or gravel parking areas greater than 50 feet in width.
Water-dependent uses, such as docks, may be permitted in wetlands that have developed
adjacent to the Tye Stormwater Facility, provided that any impacts are mitigated.
In addition to the Critical Areas Regulations, the City has adopted flood hazard area regulations,
Monroe Municipal Code 14.01, which are administered by the City engineer. In accordance with
WAC 173-26-221(3)(c), new structural flood hazard reduction measures should be allowed “only
when it can be demonstrated by a scientific and engineering analysis that they are necessary to
protect existing development, that nonstructural measures are not feasible, that impacts to
ecological function and priority species and habitat can be successfully mitigated so as to assure
no net loss and that appropriate vegetation conservation actions are undertaken.”

E. Environmental Impacts
1. Policies
The following policies apply to all uses and development in shoreline jurisdiction.
1. The City will take necessary steps to ensure compliance with RCW 43.21c, the Washington
State Environmental Policy Act, and its implementing guidelines.
2. All significant adverse impacts to the shoreline should be avoided or, if not possible,
minimized to the extent feasible, according to the sequence described under regulation
number 4 of this section.
3. The City of Monroe will achieve “no net loss” of ecological functions consistent with WAC
173-26-201(2)(c).

2. Regulations
1. All project proposals within shoreline jurisdiction, including those for which a shoreline
permit is not required, shall comply with RCW43.21c, the Washington State Environmental
Policy Act.
2. Projects that cause significant ecological impacts, as defined in Chapter 8 (Definitions), are
not allowed unless mitigated, according to the sequence in Item 4 below, to avoid reduction
or damage to ecosystem-wide processes and ecological functions.
3. Projects that cause significant adverse impacts, other than significant ecological impacts,
shall be mitigated according to the sequence in Item 4 below.
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4. When applying mitigation to avoid or minimize significant adverse effects and significant
ecological impacts, the City will apply the following sequence of steps in order of priority,
with (a) being top priority:
a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation by using appropriate technology or by taking affirmative steps to avoid
or reduce impacts;
c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations;
e. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources
or environments; and
f. Monitoring the impact and the compensation projects and taking appropriate corrective
measures.
5. The City will set mitigation requirements or permit conditions based on impacts identified.
In determining appropriate mitigation measures, avoidance of impacts by means such as
relocating or redesigning the proposed development will be applied first. Lower priority
measures will be applied only after higher priority measures are demonstrated to be not
feasible or not applicable. When critical areas are impacted, mitigation will be designed
consistent with the Critical Areas Regulations, MMC 20.05, as adapted as part of this
Shoreline Master Program.
6. All shoreline development shall be located and constructed to avoid significant adverse
impacts to human health and safety.
7. Application of the mitigation sequence shall achieve no net loss of ecological functions for
each new development and will not result in required mitigation in excess of that necessary
to assure that development will result in no net loss of shoreline ecological functions and not
have a significant adverse impact on other shoreline functions fostered by the policy of the
act.
8. When compensatory measures are appropriate pursuant to the mitigation priority sequence
above, preferential consideration shall be given to measures that replace the impacted
functions directly and in the immediate vicinity of the impact. However, alternative
compensatory mitigation within the watershed that addresses limiting factors or identified
critical needs for shoreline resource conservation based on watershed or comprehensive
resource management plans applicable to the area of impact may be authorized.
Authorization of compensatory mitigation measures may require appropriate safeguards,
terms or conditions as necessary to ensure no net loss of ecological functions.
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F. Riparian Corridor Management
and Flood Hazard Reduction
1. Policies
The following policies apply to those areas within shoreline jurisdiction lying along riparian
corridors and the 100-year floodplain, which includes channel migration zones (CMZ) and
floodways (see Figure 8 of the Shoreline Master Program Inventory for the City of Monroe’s
Shorelines: Skykomish River and Woods Creek [(The Watershed Company 2002] [Appendix B]
and Figure 9 of the Tye Stormwater Facility Addendum [Appendix C]).
1. The City will implement a comprehensive program to manage the City’s riparian corridors
that integrates the following City ordinances and activities:
a. Regulations in this Shoreline Master Program.
b. The City’s Critical Areas Regulations.
c. The City’s zoning ordinance.
d. The City’s stormwater management plan and implementing regulations.
e. The City’s participation in flood hazard reduction programs, including the Federal
Emergency Management Act and the Washington State Flood Control Assistance
Account Program.
f. The construction or improvement of new public facilities, including roads, dikes, utilities,
bridges, and other structures.
g. The ecological restoration of selected shoreline areas.
2. In regulating development on shorelines within SMA jurisdiction. The City will endeavor to
achieve the following:
a. Maintenance of human safety.
b. Protection and, where appropriate, the restoration of the physical integrity of the
ecological system processes, including water and sediment transport and natural channel
movement.
c. Protection of water quality and natural groundwater movement.
d. Protection of fish, vegetation, and other life forms and their habitat vital to the aquatic
food chain.
e. Protection of existing legal uses and legal development unless the City determines
relocation or abandonment of a use or structure is the only feasible option or that there is
a compelling reason to the contrary based on public concern and the provisions of the
SMA.
f. Protection of recreation resources and aesthetic values, such as point and channel bars,
islands, and other shore features and scenery.
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3. The City will undertake flood hazard planning, where practical, in a coordinated manner
among affected property owners and public agencies and consider entire drainage systems or
sizable stretches of rivers. This planning should consider the off-site erosion and accretion or
flood damage that might occur as a result of stabilization or protection structures or activities.
Flood hazard management planning should fully employ nonstructural approaches to
minimizing flood hazard to the extent feasible.
4. The City will give preference to and use non-structural solutions over structural flood control
devices wherever feasible, including prohibiting or limiting development in historically
flood-prone areas, regulating structural design and limiting increases in peak stormwater
runoff from new upland development, public education, and land acquisition for additional
flood storage. Structural solutions to reduce shoreline hazard should be allowed only after it
is demonstrated that nonstructural solutions would not be able to reduce the hazard.
5. The City will discourage substantial stream channel modification, realignment, and
straightening, and gravel removal as a means of flood protection.
6. Structural flood control works should not be allowed where they will result in any of the
following:
a. Intrusion into the channel migration zone (CMZ).
b. Increased residential, commercial, or industrial development in undeveloped 100-year
floodplains.
c. Loss of flood storage capacity in undeveloped 100-year floodplains, unless authorized by
a flood hazard management plan and all applicable government agencies.
d. Deflecting or constricting flood flows to a degree that will result in significantly
increased flood heights.
7. In designing publicly financed or subsidized works, the City will give consideration to
providing public pedestrian access to the shoreline for low-impact outdoor recreation.
8. The City will protect wetlands to maintain their capacity to store flood waters and recharge
groundwater and protect natural drainage ways, creeks, streams, and rivers to maintain their
capacity to convey stormwater and flood water. Where feasible, the City will protect and
restore hydrological connections between water bodies, watercourses, and associated
wetlands.
9. Discourage those uses that pose a threat to groundwater quality or the quantity or quality of
flow in the hyporheic zone (see Chapter 8, Definitions).
10. Discourage residential, commercial, and industrial uses within undeveloped floodplain areas
unless scientific and technical information shows that ecological processes and functions can
be protected or restored.
11. The City will encourage uses that are less likely to be damaged by flooding in undeveloped
floodplains. These uses include parks, open space, overflow parking, and recreational uses
that do not require substantial buildings. These uses should be encouraged only if done in a
manner that protects or restores ecological processes and functions.
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2. Regulations
1. The applicant shall provide the following information as part of a shoreline permit
application.
a. Location of the 100-year floodplain, channel migration zone (CMZ) or, if there is no
CMZ, the bank full width boundary, and ordinary high water mark.
b. Existing shoreline stabilization and flood-protection works on the site.
c. Physical, geological, and soil characteristics of the area.
d. Predicted impacts upon area shore and ecological processes, adjacent properties, and
shoreline and water uses.
e. Analysis of alternative construction methods, development options, or flood protection
measures, both structural and nonstructural.
f. Description of existing shoreline vegetation and measures to protect existing vegetation
and to re-establish vegetation.
2. New development must be consistent with items (a) through (e) below in addition to the
provisions of this Shoreline Master Program. In cases of inconsistency, the provisions most
protective of shoreline ecological functions and processes shall apply:
a. The City’s comprehensive flood hazard reduction plan.
b. The applicable provisions of the City floodplain regulations adopted under Chapter 86.16
RCW.
c. A State-approved comprehensive flood control management plan, when available, and in
accordance with Chapter 86.16 RCW and the National Flood Insurance Program.
d. The City stormwater management program.
e. Conditions of Hydraulic Project Approval, issued by Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, may be incorporated into permits issued for flood protection.
3. New development, including significant vegetation removal and shoreline stabilization, is not
allowed within the CMZ except for:
a. Protection and restoration actions that increase the ecosystem-wide processes or
ecological functions.
b. Bridges, utility lines, and other public utility and transportation structures where no other
feasible alternative exists. Where such structures are allowed, mitigation shall be
required that protects or restores impacted functions and processes in the affected portion
of the watershed.
c. Repair and maintenance of an existing legal structure, provided that such actions do not
create significant ecological impacts.
d. Development on a previously altered site where it is demonstrated that the development
restores ecological processes and functions of the applicable portion of the watershed to a
more natural condition.
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e. Modifications or additions to an existing legal development, provided that channel
migration is not further limited and that the new development includes appropriate
ecological restoration. The City will set requirements based on the type of proposed use
and the biophysical condition of the site. In this case, the new development must not
adversely affect hydrological conditions and must include appropriate restoration
measures as determined by the City.
f. Measures to reduce shoreline erosion, provided that it is demonstrated that the erosion
rate exceeds that which would normally occur in a natural condition, that the measure
does not interfere with fluvial hydrological and geomorphologic processes normally
acting in natural conditions, and that the measure increases habitat for priority species
associated with the river or stream. It is the intent of this provision to allow measures
that protect property at the same time as restoring ecosystem-wide processes and
functions where scientific and technical information demonstrate that this may be
accomplished.
4. The City shall determine whether or not the previous exceptions apply to the development
proposal in question. The City may require the project proponent to submit documentation
or analysis based on scientific and technical information demonstrating that the development
proposal meets the exception criteria (a) through (f) above. Further, such exceptions will be
allowed only where it can be shown that these activities, along with mitigation measures
associated with the development, will not increase flood elevations, decrease storage
capacity, or restrict the natural erosion and accretion processes associated with channel
migration.
5. Significant ecological impacts of all development in the CMZ and structural hazard reduction
measures shall be mitigated according to the priorities listed under “mitigation,” Chapter 3,
Section E.
6. Otherwise allowed development in the CMZ and flood hazard reduction measures shall
employ the type of construction or measure that causes the least significant ecological
impacts. When authorizing development within the CMZ, the City will require that the
construction method with the least negative significant ecological impacts be used.
7. Existing hydrological connections into and between water bodies, such as streams,
tributaries, wetlands, and dry channels, shall be maintained. Where feasible, obstructed
channels shall be re-established as a condition of non-water-dependent uses, development in
the CMZ, and structural flood hazard reduction measures.
8. Re-establishment of native vegetation waterward of a new structure is required where
feasible. The City may require re-establishment of vegetation landward of the structure if it
determines such vegetation is necessary to protect and restore ecological functions.
9. Designs for flood hazard reduction measures and shoreline stabilization measures in river
corridors must be prepared by qualified professional engineers (or geologists or hydrologists)
who have expertise in local riverine processes.
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10. Structural flood hazard reduction projects that are continuous in nature, such as dikes or
levees, shall provide for public access unless the City determines that such access is not
feasible or desirable according to the criteria in the Public Access section.
11. Refer to the use, shoreline modification and development standards table in Chapter 2 for
allowable uses and modification and development standards such as setbacks and clearing
and grading within each environment designation.
12. All shoreline development must conform to the General Provisions and the Environment
Designation Provisions stated in this Shoreline Master Program. See also provisions for
vegetation conservation and shoreline stabilization.
13. Residential, commercial, and industrial uses that may be damaged by flooding are prohibited
in 100-year floodplains. In determining whether a use may be damaged, the local
government should consider its location, its design, the extent to which development has
occurred in the floodplain, and whether access will be available to the use during flood
events.
14. Hospitals, health care facilities, nursing homes, and retirement homes are prohibited within
100-year floodplains.
15. Residential, commercial, and industrial subdivisions and short subdivisions shall be designed
so that each lot will have a building site outside the 100-year floodplain. The subdivision’s
internal street system should be laid out to provide access to each lot that is passable by
passenger car during a 100-year flood event.
16. Bridges, culverts, and other river, stream, and waterway crossings shall be designed and
constructed so they do not restrict flood flows such that flood elevations are increased.
Where a bridge, culvert, or other waterway crossing replaces an existing crossing, the
replacement structure shall not increase flood heights over those caused by the original
structure.
17. Removal of gravel for flood management purposes must be consistent with an adopted flood
hazard reduction plan and with this Chapter and be allowed only after a biological and
geomorphological study shows that extraction has a long-term benefit to flood hazard
reduction, does not result in a net loss of ecological functions, and is part of a comprehensive
flood management solution.

G. Parking (Accessory)
1. Policies
1. Parking in shoreline areas should be allowed only if it directly serves a permitted shoreline
use.
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2. Parking facilities should be located and designed to minimize adverse impacts including
those related to stormwater runoff, water quality, visual qualities, public access and
vegetation and habitat maintenance.
3. Parking should be planned to achieve optimum use. Where possible, parking should serve
more than one use (e.g. serving recreational use on weekends, commercial uses on
weekdays).
4. Where feasible, parking for shoreline uses should be provided in areas outside shoreline
jurisdiction.

2. Regulations
1. Parking as a primary use shall be prohibited within the shoreline jurisdiction.
2. Parking in shoreline jurisdiction shall directly serve a permitted shoreline use.
3. Parking facilities shall be designed and landscaped to minimize adverse impacts upon
adjacent shoreline and abutting properties. Landscaping shall consist of native vegetation
and plant materials approved by the City and be planted before completion of the parking
area in such a manner that plantings provide effective screening within three years of project
completion.
4. Parking facilities serving individual buildings located on parcels that are contiguous with
shoreline waterbodies shall be located landward from the principal building being served,
EXCEPT when the parking facility is within or beneath the structure and adequately
screened, or in cases when an alternate location would have less environmental impact on the
shoreline.
5. Parking facilities for shoreline activities shall provide safe and convenient pedestrian
circulation within the parking area and to the shorelines.
6. Parking facilities shall provide adequate facilities to prevent surface water runoff from
contaminating water bodies, using best available technologies and include a maintenance
program that will assure proper functioning of such facilities over time.

H. Public Access (including Visual
Access)
1. Policies
1.

Development, uses, and activities on or near the shoreline should not impair or detract from
the public’s visual access to the water.
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2. Public views from the shoreline and upland areas should be enhanced and preserved.
Enhancement of views should not be construed to mean excessive removal of vegetation that
partially impairs views.
3. Visual access should be maintained, enhanced, and preserved on shoreline street ends,
public utilities, and rights-of-way.
4. Public access should be provided as indicated in the City of Monroe Parks, Recreation
and Open Space Plan (as amended) as long as those public access and park development
measures are consistent with the provisions of this Shoreline Master Program.
5. Through capital improvements and other measures, the City will continue to enhance
opportunities for the public to enjoy the shorelines within Shoreline Management Act
jurisdiction. Figure 2 identifies existing and proposed public access opportunities in the
City of Monroe’s shoreline jurisdiction.
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PLACEHOLDER – Figure 2: Public access map
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6. The City will take measures to preserve and enhance the public access to the Skykomish
River, Woods Creek and the Tye Stormwater Facility including at Al Borlin Park,
Skykomish River Centennial Park and boat launch, Lewis Street Park, Lake Tye Park, and
the Cadman Site on the Skykomish River, and provide public access to all Monroe
shorelines, where appropriate.
7. The City will encourage inclusion of Monroe shoreline public access points in the City’s
non-motorized transportation plan.
8. The City will require that new public areas have adequate parking, located outside shoreline
jurisdiction, where feasible.
9. Public access should be considered in the review of all private and public developments
(including land division) with the exception of single lot development and short plats.
10. Public access should be provided as close as possible to the water’s edge without causing
significant ecological impacts and should be designed in accordance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act.
11. The public’s opportunities to enjoy the physical and aesthetic qualities of the shorelines
should be enhanced on public properties and facilities may include picnic areas, pathways
and trails, floats and docks, promenades, viewing towers, bridges, boat launches, and
improved street ends.
12. Public informational and educational displays to enhance the public’s appreciation and
enjoyment of the shorelines are encouraged.

2. Regulations
1. Development, uses and activities on public lands shall be designed and operated to avoid
blocking, reducing or adversely interfering with the public’s physical access to the water and
shorelines, unless such access would cause ecological impacts.
2. Public access provided by shoreline street ends, public utilities, rights-of-way, and other
public lands shall not be diminished. RCW 35.79.035 and RCW 36.87.130 restrict the City
from vacating right-of-way which abuts on a body of fresh water unless the purpose of the
vacation is to enable the public authority to acquire the vacated property for boat launching
sites, or for park, viewpoint, recreational, and educational or other public purposes.
3. Shoreline development, uses and activities shall be designed and operated to avoid blocking,
reducing, or adversely interfering with the public’s visual access to the water and shorelines,
except that vegetation conservation and shoreline restoration activities may intrude into view
corridors where necessary to protect or restore ecological functions. The City may require
the development proposal to be relocated or reconfigured to reduce view blockage.
4. Development on the water shall be constructed of non-reflective materials that are
compatible in terms of color and texture with the surrounding area.
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5. The dedication and improvement of public access shall be required as part of developments
for water-enjoyment, water-related, and non-water-dependent uses and for the subdivision of
land into more than four parcels. In these cases, public access is required except:
a. Where the City determines that more effective public access can be provided through
other means.
b. Where it is demonstrated to be infeasible due to reasons of incompatible uses, safety,
security, or impact to the shoreline environment or due to constitutional or other legal
limitations that may be applicable.
In determining the infeasibility, undesirability, or incompatibility of public access in a
given situation, the City will consider alternate methods of providing public access, such
as off-site improvements, viewing platforms, separation of uses through site planning and
design, and restricting hours of public access.
c. For individual single-family residences not part of a development planned for more than
four parcels.
6. The City will work with project proponents to ensure that public access policies and priorities
are implemented, especially in ensuring that the opportunities for continuous trails, linear
parks and reclamation areas are not lost.
7. Shoreline development by public entities, including local governments, state agencies, and
public utility districts, shall include public access measures as part of each development
project, unless such access is shown to be incompatible due to reasons of safety, security, or
impact to the shoreline environment or where the City determines that a more effective
public access system can be achieved through alternate means, such as focusing public access
at the most desirable locations.

I. Shorelines of Statewide
Significance
1. Policies
In implementing the objectives of RCW 90.58.020 as applicable to the Skykomish River, which
is a shoreline of statewide significance, the City will base decisions and actions on the following
policies in order of priority (1 being the highest and 6 being lowest):
1. Recognize and protect the state-wide interest over local interest because these shorelines are
major resources from which all people in the state derive benefit.
a. Solicit comments and opinions from groups and individuals representing state-wide
interests by circulating the Shoreline Master Program, and any amendments there of
affecting shorelines of statewide significance, to state agencies, adjacent jurisdictions,
citizen’s advisory committees and local officials and state-wide interest groups.
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b. Recognize and take into account state agencies’ policies, programs and recommendations
in developing and administering use regulations and in approving shoreline permits.
c. Solicit comments, opinions and advice from individuals with expertise in ecology,
geology, limnology, aquaculture and other scientific fields pertinent to shoreline
management.
2. Preserve the natural character of the shoreline.
a. Designate and administer shoreline environments and use regulations to protect and
restore the ecology and environment of the shoreline as a result of man-made intrusions
on shorelines.
b. Upgrade and redevelop those areas where intensive development already exists in order
to reduce adverse impact on the environment and to accommodate future growth rather
than allowing high-intensity uses to extend into low-intensity use or underdeveloped
areas.
c. Protect and restore existing diversity of vegetation and habitat values, wetlands and
riparian corridors associated with shoreline areas.
d. Protect and restore habitats for State-listed “priority species.”
3. Result in long-term over short-term benefit.
a. Evaluate the short-term economic gain or convenience of developments relative to the
long-term and potentially costly impairments to the natural shoreline.
b. In general, preserve resources and values of shorelines of statewide significance for
future generations and restrict or prohibit development that would irretrievably damage
shoreline resources.
4. Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline.
a. Prevent development activity that will interfere with the natural shoreline ecological
functions.
b. All shoreline development should be located, designed, constructed and managed to
avoid disturbance of and minimize adverse impacts to wildlife resources, including
spawning, nesting, rearing and habitat areas and migratory routes.
c. Shoreline materials including, but not limited to, bank substrate, soils, beach sands and
gravel bars should be left undisturbed by shoreline development. Gravel mining should
be severely limited in shoreline areas.
d. Actively promote esthetic considerations when contemplating new development,
redevelopment of existing facilities or general enhancement of shoreline areas.
5. Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shoreline.
a. Give priority to developing paths and trails to shoreline areas, linear access along the
shorelines and to developed upland parking.
b. Locate development landward of the ordinary high water mark so that access is enhanced.
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c. Prevent development that would impede navigation on waters of the state.
6. Increase recreational opportunities for the public on the shoreline.
a. Plan for and encourage development of facilities for recreational use of the shoreline.
b. Reserve areas for lodging and related facilities on uplands well away from the shorelines
with provisions for non-motorized access to the shoreline.

J. Signage
1. Policies
In addition to the signs standards established under MMC 18.80, the following provisions apply
to any commercial or advertising sign in shoreline jurisdiction. directing attention to a business,
professional service, community, site, facility, or entertainment, conducted or sold either on or
off premises.

2.Signs should not block or otherwise interfere with visual
access to the water or shorelands.2. Regulations
1. Sign plans and designs shall be submitted for review and approval at the time of shoreline
permit approval.
2. All signs shall be located and designed to avoid interference with vistas, viewpoints and
visual access to the shoreline.
3. Over-water signs or signs on floats or pilings are prohibited except those needed for
navigation.
4. Lighted signs shall be hooded, shaded, or aimed so that direct light will not result in glare
when viewed from surrounding properties or watercourses.
5. Signs that do not meet the policies and regulations of this program shall be removed or
conform within two years of the adoption of this Shoreline Master Program.

K. Utilities (Accessory)
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1. Policies
Accessory utilities shall be permitted as part of the primary use, but also must comply with the
following policies and regulations.
1. Accessory utilities should be properly installed so as to protect the shoreline and water from
contamination and degradation.
2. Accessory utility facilities and rights-of-way should be located outside of the shoreline area
to the maximum extent possible. When utility lines require a shoreline location, they should
be placed underground.
3. Accessory utility facilities should be designed and located in a manner which preserves the
natural landscape and shoreline ecological processes and functions and minimizes conflicts
with present and planned land uses.

2. Regulations
1. In shoreline areas, accessory utility transmission lines, pipelines and cables shall be placed
underground unless demonstrated to be infeasible. Further, such lines shall utilize existing
rights-of-way, corridors and/or bridge crossings whenever possible. Proposals for new
corridors in shoreline areas involving water crossings must fully substantiate the infeasibility
of existing routes.
2. Accessory utility development shall, through coordination with government agencies,
provide for compatible multiple use of sites and rights-of-way. Such uses include shoreline
access points, trails and other forms of recreation and transportation systems, providing such
uses will not unduly interfere with utility operations or endanger public health and safety.
3. Accessory utility facilities should be located so as to avoid the need for bank stabilization
structures, whenever feasible.
4. Sites disturbed for utility installation shall be stabilized during and following construction to
avoid adverse impacts from erosion and to assure no net loss of ecological functions.

L. Vegetation Conservation
1. Policies
Policies and regulations in this section do not apply to forest practices, which are not otherwise
regulated by the City of Monroe, or to noxious weed removal.
1. It is the policy of this Shoreline Master Program that native and non-native vegetation within
the City shoreline areas be conserved and enhanced over time to provide a greater level of
ecological functions, human safety and property protection. To this end, shoreline
management activities, including the provisions and implementation of this Shoreline Master
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Program, are based on a comprehensive approach that considers the ecological functions
currently and potentially provided by vegetation on different sections of the shoreline.
2. This Shoreline Master Program in conjunction with other City development regulations
should establish a coordinated and effective set of provisions and programs to protect and
restore those functions provided by shoreline vegetation.
3. The restoration of vegetation should be a condition of all development that causes significant
vegetation removal and non-water dependent development within shoreline areas where
vegetation has been degraded from a natural state.
4. Restoration of degraded shorelines due to natural or manmade causes should, wherever
feasible, use soil bioengineering techniques to arrest the processes of erosion, sedimentation
and flooding.
5. Aquatic weed management should stress prevention first. Where active removal or
destruction is necessary, it should be the minimum to allow water-dependent activities to
continue, minimize negative impacts to native plant communities, and include appropriate
handling or disposal of weed materials. Proposals to apply aquatic herbicides must meet all
state requirements.

2.Regulations
All Shoreline Environments:
1. The creation of new land parcels or lots that would require significant vegetation removal in
order to develop is not allowed. In order to create a new lot partially or wholly within
shoreline jurisdiction, the applicant must demonstrate that development can be accomplished
without significant vegetation removal. The City may make exceptions to this standard for
water dependent development and for development in the High Intensity and Tye Stormwater
Facility Environments only.
2. For activities conducted under the Washington State Forest Practices Act, conform to the
provision of that Act and this Shoreline Master Program.
3. All development, including clearing and grading, shall minimize significant vegetation
removal to the extent feasible. In order to implement this regulation, applicants proposing
development that includes significant vegetation removal, clearing or grading, must provide,
as a part of a shoreline permit or a letter of exemption application, a site plan, drawn to scale,
indicating extent of the proposed clearing and/or grading. The City may require that the
proposed development or extent of clearing and grading be modified to mitigate the impacts
to ecological functions.
4. Restoration of any shoreline that has been disturbed or degraded shall use native plant
materials with a diversity and type similar to that which naturally occurs on-site unless the
City finds that native plant materials are inappropriate or not hardy in the particular situation.
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Natural Environment:
5. Clearing, grading or significant vegetation removal are prohibited except for habitat and
natural systems enhancement projects, research and scientific activities, public access, and
low impact activities where ecological functions are not diminished or are mitigated.
Urban Conservancy Environment
6. Wherever possible, development shall be located away from shorelines that have been
identified as unstable and/or sensitive to erosion. The City may require that the proposed
development or extent of clearing and grading be modified to reduce the impacts to
ecological functions.
7. A condition of all development shall be that those shorelands on the site not occupied by
structures, shoreline uses or human activities shall be revegetated.
8. The enhancement of vegetation shall be a condition of all non-water-dependent development
in the Urban Conservancy environment except where the City finds that:
a. Vegetation enhancement is not feasible on the project site. In these cases, the City may
require off-site vegetation enhancement that performs the same ecological functions
within the watershed or drift cell, or
b. The restoration of ecological processes and functions can be better achieved through
other measures such as the removal of channel constraints, or
c. Sufficient native vegetation already exists.
High Intensity and Tye Stormwater Facility Environments
9. The impacts due to significant vegetation removal shall be mitigated according to the
mitigation sequence described in Section E, Chapter 3.
10. A condition of all development shall be that those shorelands on the site not occupied by
structures, shoreline uses or human activities shall be revegetated.
Shoreline Residential Environment and Residential Development In Other Environments
11. For properties within areas planned for residential development within the “Urban
Conservancy” or “Shoreline Residential” environments, new development that will cause
significant vegetation removal shall not be allowed except where the dimensions of existing
lots or parcels are not sufficient to accommodate permitted primary residential structures
outside of the buffer (see MMC 22.80 – Critical Areas Regulations). In these instances, the
City will apply the mitigation sequence in Chapter 3, Section E, to minimize ecological
impacts. Generally, this will mean placing the development away from the shoreline as far
as possible, locating the development to avoid tree cutting, and modifying building
dimensions to reduce vegetation removal.
12. The removal of native vegetation for replacement with lawn or nonnative plant materials is
prohibited.
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Aquatic Environment
13. Aquatic weed control shall only occur when native plant communities and associated habitats
are threatened or where an existing water dependent use is restricted by the presence of
weeds. Aquatic weed control shall occur in compliance with all other applicable laws and
standards.
14. The control of aquatic weeds by hand pulling, mechanical harvesting, or placement of aqua
screens, if proposed to maintain existing water depth for navigation, shall be considered
normal maintenance and repair and therefore exempt from the requirement to obtain a
shoreline Substantial Development Permit.
15. The control of aquatic weeds by derooting, rotovating or other method which disturbs the
bottom sediment or benthos shall be considered development for which a Substantial
Development Permit is required, unless it will maintain existing water depth for navigation in
an area covered by a previous permit for such activity, in which case it shall be considered
normal maintenance and repair and therefore exempt from the requirement to obtain a
Substantial Development Permit.
16. Where large quantities of plant material are generated by control measures, they shall be
collected and disposed of in an appropriate, identified upland location.
17. Use of herbicides to control aquatic weeds shall be prohibited except where no reasonable
alternative exists and weed control is demonstrated to be in the public’s interest. A
Conditional Use Permit shall be required in such case.

M. Water Quality
1. Policies
1. All shoreline uses and activities should be located, designed, constructed, and maintained to
avoid significant ecological impacts by altering water quality, quantity, or flow
characteristics.
2. The City should require reasonable setbacks, buffers, and storm water storage basins to
achieve the objective of lessening negative impacts on water quality.
3. All measures for controlling erosion, stream flow rates, or flood waters through the use of
stream control works should be located, designed, constructed, and maintained so that net
off-site impacts related to water do not degrade the existing water quality.
4. As a general policy, the City will seek to improve water quality, quantity, and flow
characteristics in order to protect and restore ecological functions and ecosystem-wide
processes of shorelines within Shoreline Management Act jurisdiction. The City will
implement this policy through the regulation of development and activities, through the
design of new public works, such as roads, drainage, and water treatment facilities, and
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through coordination with other local, state, and federal water quality regulations and
programs. The City of Monroe has a policy of adopting the latest version of the Department
of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington to regulate stormwater
discharge and management. The City will encourage practices that further minimize
impervious surfaces and stormwater runoff, including use of best available technologies.
5. All measures for the treatment of runoff for the purpose of maintaining and/or enhancing
water quality should be conducted on-site before shoreline development impacts waters offsite.
6. The above policies apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions
should be mitigated.

2. Regulations
1. All shoreline development, both during and after construction, shall avoid or minimize
ecological impacts, including any increase in surface runoff, through control, treatment, and
release of surface water runoff so that the receiving water quality and shore properties and
features are not adversely affected.
3. All development shall conform to local, state, and federal water quality regulations, provided
the regulations do not conflict with this Shoreline Master Program. Where there is a conflict,
provisions most protective of the natural ecology shall apply. The City of Monroe adopts the
latest version of the Department of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington to regulate stormwater discharge and management.
4. The above regulations apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions
must be mitigated.
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Chapter 4: Shoreline Modification
Provisions
A. Introduction
Shoreline modifications are structures or actions that permanently change the physical
configuration or quality of the shoreline, particularly at the point where land and water meet.
Shoreline modification activities include, but are not limited to, structures such as revetments,
bulkheads, levees, breakwaters, docks, and floats. Actions such as clearing, grading, filling, and
dredging are also considered shoreline modifications.
Generally, shoreline modification activities are undertaken for the following reasons:
1. To prepare a site for a shoreline use, .
2. To provide shoreline stabilization or shoreline protection.
3. To support an upland use.
The policies and regulations in this chapter are intended to prevent or mitigate the adverse
environmental impacts of proposed shoreline modifications. Provisions tailored to specific
shoreline modification activities follow general provisions, which apply to all shoreline
modification activities. This chapter provides policies and regulators for shoreline modification
features, including shoreline stabilization measures.

B. General
1. Policies
1. The following provisions apply to all shoreline modification activities, whether such
proposals address a single property or multiple properties.All new shoreline development
should be located and designed to prevent or minimize the need for shoreline modification
activities.
2. When shoreline modifications are necessary, they should be as compatible as possible with
ecological shoreline processes and functions.
3. When shoreline modifications are necessary, the first preference shall be using soft-bank
stabilization techniques in order to maintain ecological shoreline processes and functions to
the greatest extent possible.
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4. Only those modifications that are appropriate to the specific type of shoreline and
environmental conditions for which they are proposed will be allowed.
5. Mitigation sequencing shall be required for all modification proposals.
6. Shoreline modification of existing natural shorelines should be discouraged.
7. In the review of proposals involving modifications to the shoreline, consideration should be
given to the potential cumulative impacts of similar proposals. Steps should be taken to
prevent the gradual degradation of the shoreline due to the cumulative impacts of seemingly
small modifications.
8. The above policies apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions
should be mitigated.

2. Regulations
1. All new shoreline modifications must be in support of an allowable shoreline use that
conforms to the provisions of this Shoreline Master Program. Except as otherwise noted, all
shoreline modifications not associated with a legally existing or an approved shoreline use
must demonstrate that such activities are necessary and in the public interest for the
maintenance of shoreline environmental resources values. If those conditions are met, the
activity shall require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
2. Structural shoreline modification measures shall be permitted only if nonstructural measures
are unable to achieve the same purpose. Nonstructural measures considered shall include
alternative site designs, increased setbacks, drainage improvements, relocation, and
vegetation enhancement.
3. Stream channel modification (i.e., realignment) shall be prohibited as a means of shoreline
stabilization or shoreline protection, unless it is the only feasible alternative.
4. All new shoreline development shall be located and designed to prevent or minimize the need
for shoreline modification activities.
5. Proponents of shoreline modification projects shall obtain all applicable federal and state
permits and shall meet all permit requirements.
6. In addition to the permit information required by WAC 173-27-180, the City shall require
and consider the following information when reviewing shoreline modification proposals:
a. Construction materials and methods.
b. Project location relative to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).
c. General direction and speed of prevailing winds.
d. Profile rendition of beach and uplands.
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e. Beach and upland soil type, slope, and material.
f. Physical or geologic stability of uplands.
g. Potential impact to natural shoreline processes, adjacent properties, and upland stability.
7. Shoreline modification materials shall be only those approved by applicable state agencies.
No toxic or quickly degradable materials (e.g., plastic or fiberglass that deteriorates under
ultraviolet exposure) shall be used.
8. The above regulations apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions
must be mitigated.

C. Shoreline Stabilization (Including
Bulkheads)
1. Policies
1. “Soft” shoreline stabilization of natural materials such as protective berms, beach
enhancement, or vegetation stabilization are strongly preferred over “hard” structural
shoreline stabilization made of materials such as steel, wood, or concrete. Nonstructural or
“soft” measures have less adverse and cumulative impacts on shore features and habitats.
Proposals for structural solutions, including bulkheads, should demonstrate that natural
methods are unworkable.
2. Bulkheads and other structural stabilizations should be located, designed, and constructed
primarily to prevent damage to existing development and minimize adverse impacts to
ecological functions. New development requiring bulkheads and/or similar protection should
not be allowed. Shoreline uses should be located in a manner so that bulkheading and other
structural stabilizations are not likely to become necessary in the future. A “normal
protective” bulkhead common to single-family residences does not require a Substantial
Development Permit (WAC 173-27-040(2)(c)). Note that residential bulkheads that are
exempt from a permit requirement must still conform to the provisions of this Program and
the Shoreline Management Act.
3. Structural modifications will be allowed only where they are demonstrated to be necessary to
support or protect an allowed primary structure or a legally existing shoreline use that is in
danger of loss or substantial damage or are necessary for reconfiguration of the shoreline for
mitigation or enhancement purposes (WAC 173-26-231(2)(a)).
4. Shoreline modifications individually and cumulatively shall not result in a net loss of
ecological functions. This is to be achieved by giving preference to those types of shoreline
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modifications that have a lesser impact on ecological functions and requiring mitigation of
identified impacts resulting from shoreline modifications.
5. The above policies apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions
should be mitigated.

2. Regulations
1. New stabilization measures are not allowed except to protect or support an existing or
approved development, for the restoration of ecological functions, or for hazardous substance
remediation pursuant to Chapter 10.105D RCW.
2. New development shall, where feasible, be located and designed to eliminate the need for
concurrent or future shoreline stabilization.
3. New structural stabilization measures shall not be allowed except when necessity is
demonstrated in accordance with the criteria provided in WAC 173-26-231(3)(a)(iii)(B), (D)
and (E), and unless there is conclusive evidence documented by a geotechnical analysis that
the structure is in danger from shoreline erosion caused by currents or waves. The
geotechnical analysis should evaluate on-site drainage issues and address drainage problems
away from the shoreline edge before considering structural shoreline stabilization.
4. Shoreline stabilization and flood protection measures shall not reduce performance of
existing ecological functions or ecosystem-wide processes, and shall be constructed in a
manner so as to prevent the loss of in-channel habitat. Soil bioengineering methods shall be
the preferred method of bank protection. Use of bank hardening methods, such as rip-rap,
concrete walls, or extensive revetments, shall only be allowed when the applicant
demonstrates that soil bioengineering will not be effective. The report must be prepared by
an engineer or other qualified specialist with experience in evaluating suitability of and
designing non-structural stabilization measures. All stabilization and protection works shall
include revegetation in their design and implementation.
5. Subdivision of land must be regulated to assure that the lots created will not require shoreline
stabilization in order for reasonable development to occur using geotechnical analysis of the
site and shoreline characteristics.
6. New development on steep slopes shall be set back sufficiently to ensure that shoreline
stabilization is unlikely to be necessary during the life of the structure, as demonstrated by a
geotechnical analysis.
7. New development that would require shoreline stabilization that causes significant impacts to
ecological functions, adjacent or downstream properties, and shoreline areas shall not be
allowed.
8. An existing shoreline stabilization structure may be replaced with a similar structure if there
is a demonstrated need to protect principal uses or structures from erosion caused by currents
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and waves in accordance with WAC 173-26-231(3)(a)(iii)(C), (D) and (E). Additions to or
increases in size of existing shoreline stabilization measures shall be considered new
structures.
9. All stabilization measures will be the minimum in size and impact to accomplish necessary
stabilization.
10. Shoreline stabilization proposals must incorporate cumulative effects analysis to determine
how the project may affect adjacent shoreline areas upstream and downstream of the site.
Cumulative effects must be evaluated by utilizing expertise in several different fields of
study (i.e., geomorphologists, biologists, hydrologists).
11. Publicly financed or subsidized shoreline erosion control measures shall not restrict
appropriate public access to the shoreline except where such access is determined to be
infeasible because of incompatible uses, safety, security, or harm to ecological functions.
Where feasible, incorporate ecological restoration and public access improvements into the
project.
12. The above regulations apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the
human-made Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from
existing and future developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions
must be mitigated.

D. Fill
1. Policies
1. Fill should be located, designed, and constructed to protect shoreline ecological functions and
ecosystem-wide processes and public access to the shoreline.
2. Where permitted, fills should be the minimum necessary to provide for the proposed use and
should be permitted only when tied to a specific development proposal that is permitted by
the Shoreline Master Program. Speculative fill is prohibited.
3. Fills landward of the ordinary high water mark should be permitted only when necessary to
accommodate uses listed as permitted in Chapter 2.C (Shoreline Use and Modification
Matrix) of the Shoreline Master Program, and when significant impacts can be avoided or
mitigated.
4. Fills waterward of the ordinary high water mark should be discouraged and only allowed
through a Conditional Use Permit when necessary to facilitate water-dependent uses
consistent with the Shoreline Master Program, for necessary river crossings, and for projects
beneficial to the environment.
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5. The perimeter of fills should be designed to avoid or eliminate erosion and sedimentation
impacts, both during initial fill activities and over time.
6. Mitigation for wetland impacts must be implemented pursuant to the Critical Areas
Regulations contained in MMC 20.05.
7. Fills should not adversely impact navigation.

2. Regulations
1. Applications for fills shall include the following:
a. Proposed use of the fill area;
b. Physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of the fill material;
c. Source of fill material;
d. Method of placement and compaction;
e. Location of fill relative to natural and/or existing drainage patterns;
f. Location of the fill perimeter relative to the floodway;
g. Perimeter erosion control and stabilization means;
h. Type of surfacing and runoff control devices; and
i. Location of wetlands or other sensitive areas.
2. Fill waterward of the ordinary high water mark shall be permitted as a conditional use only:
a. In conjunction with a water-dependent use permitted under this Shoreline Master
Program.
b. In conjunction with a bridge, utility, or navigational structure for which there is a
demonstrated public need and where no feasible upland sites, design solutions, or routes
exist.
c. As part of an approved restoration project; or
d. For fishing or wildlife habitat enhancement projects.
3. Pier or pile supports shall be utilized in preference to fills. Fills for approved road
development in floodplains or wetlands shall be permitted only if pile or pier supports are
proven structurally infeasible.
4. Fills shall only be permitted in conjunction with a specific development already permitted by
the Shoreline Master Program or proposed simultaneously as part of a Conditional Use
Permit application.
5. Speculative fills are prohibited.
6. Fills shall be permitted only where it is demonstrated that the proposed action will not:
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a. Result in significant adverse impacts to water quality, fish, and/or wildlife habitat.
b. Result in significant adverse impacts to natural drainage and current patterns or
floodwater capacities.
7. Where fills are permitted, the fill shall be the minimum necessary to accommodate the
proposed use.
8. Fill shall be designed, constructed, and maintained to prevent, minimize, and control all
material movement, erosion, and sedimentation for the affected area. Fill perimeters shall be
designed and constructed with silt curtains, vegetation, retaining walls, or other mechanisms
to prevent material movement. In addition, the sides of the fill shall be appropriately sloped
to prevent erosion and sedimentation, both during initial fill activities and afterwards.
9. Fill materials shall be clean sand, gravel, soil, rock, or similar material. Use of polluted
dredge spoils and sanitary fill materials are prohibited. The developer shall provide evidence
that the material has been obtained from a clean source prior to fill placement.
10. Fills shall be designed to allow surface water penetration into aquifers, if such conditions
existed prior to the fill.
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Chapter 5: Shoreline Use
Provisions
A. Introduction and General Policies
The provisions in this chapter apply to individual shoreline uses. For any specific development,
Shoreline Modification Provisions and General Provisions also apply. The uses are presented in
alphabetical order. Also refer to the Shoreline Use and Modification Matrix in Chapter 2,
Section C.
As summarized in WAC 173-26-176, the Act establishes policy that preference be given to uses
that are unique to or dependent upon a shoreline location. Consistent with this policy, these
guidelines use the terms “water-dependent,” “water-related,” and “water-enjoyment,” as defined
in WAC 173-26-020, when discussing appropriate uses for various shoreline areas.
Shoreline areas, being a limited ecological and economic resource, are the setting for competing
uses and ecological protection and restoration activities. Consistent with RCW 90.58.020 and
WAC 173-26-171 through 186, the following preferences and priorities shall be applied in the
order listed below when determining allowable uses and resolving use conflicts in all shoreline
areas. Consequently, this Shoreline Master Program includes the following policies that apply to
the location of uses along the shoreline.
1. Reserve appropriate areas for protecting and restoring ecological functions to control
pollution and prevent damage to the natural environment and public health.
2. Reserve shoreline areas for water-dependent and associated water-related uses.
3. Reserve shoreline areas for other water-related and water-enjoyment uses that are
compatible with ecological protection and restoration objectives.
4. Locate single-family residential uses where they are appropriate and can be developed
without significant impact to ecological functions or displacement of water-dependent
uses.
5. Limit non-water-oriented uses to those locations where the above-described uses are
inappropriate or where non-water-oriented uses demonstrably contribute to the objectives
of the Shoreline Management Act.
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B. Commercial Development
1. Policies
1. New commercial development located in shoreline areas should be limited to those that are
water-oriented uses and activities as defined herein. Where permitted, the City will first give
preference to water-dependent commercial uses over non-water-dependent commercial uses
(where appropriate) and, second, give preference to water-related and water-enjoyment
commercial uses over non-water-oriented commercial uses.
Non-water-oriented commercial development is strongly discouraged; however, when
permitted, it should not displace water-oriented development in shoreline areas and should be
conditioned with the requirement for ecological restoration and public access enhancements.
2. Non-water-oriented commercial developments should be prohibited except in the High
Intensity and Tye Stormwater Facility environments, and except for those properties with no
direct shoreline water body access and that are not contiguous with a shoreline water body.
Water-enjoyment and water-related uses should be permitted over water only as part of a
mixed-use project that features water-dependent uses.
3. Commercial development should be designed and located to prevent net loss of shoreline
ecological functions and should not have adverse impacts on other shoreline uses, public
access or recreation.
4. New commercial development on shorelines should be encouraged to locate in those areas
with existing legal commercial uses and in a manner that will promote the efficient use of
shoreline areas.
5. Commercial development should be encouraged to utilize existing transportation corridors
and minimize the number of ingress/egress points. Ingress-egress should be designed to
minimize potential conflicts with and impact on regular corridor traffic.
6. For all new water-dependent commercial development, ecological restoration and public
access enhancement should be considered. For all new water-related and water-enjoyment
development, ecological restoration and public access should be required unless
demonstrated to be infeasible.

2. Regulations
1. The City shall require and utilize the following information in its review of commercial
development proposals:
a. Nature of the commercial activity (e.g., water-dependent, water-related, water-enjoyment,
non-water-oriented, mixed-use), including a breakdown of specific shoreline use
components.
b. The reason(s) why the project needs a shoreline location.
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c. A description of design measures to mitigate impacts and achieve objectives of this
Shoreline Master Program.
d. Provisions for ecological restoration and for public visual and physical access to the
shoreline.
e. Provisions to ensure that the development will not cause significant ecological impacts or
adverse environmental impacts.
f. Layout, size, height, and general appearance of all proposed structures.
g. Pedestrian and vehicular circulation, pavements, landscaping, and view corridors.
h. For mixed-use proposals, the mix of water-oriented and non-water-oriented uses and
activities, structure locations, site designs and bulk considerations, enhancements for
physical and visual public access to the shoreline (both public and private space), and
other design measures that address the goals and policies of the Shoreline Master
Program.
2. Non-water-oriented commercial developments may be permitted when allowed by
underlying zoning (MMC xx), when consistent with this Program, and in accordance with
WAC 173-26-241(3)(d)(i) and (ii) which provides the following criteria:
a. The use is part of a mixed-use project that includes water-dependent uses and provides a
significant public benefit with respect to the Shoreline Management Act’s objectives such
as providing public access and ecological restoration;
b. Navigability is severely limited at the project site and the commercial use provides a
significant public benefit with respect to the Shoreline Management Act’s objectives such
as providing public access and ecological restoration.
3. Non-water-oriented uses are allowed in the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and may be
permitted in the High Intensity environment as a conditional use.
4. Commercial development shall achieve no net loss of ecological functions.
5. All new development proposals will be reviewed by the City for ecological restoration and
public access opportunities.
5. All commercial loading and service areas shall be located on the upland side of the
commercial activities, or provisions must be made to set back and screen the loading and
service area from the shoreline and water body.

C. Industrial
1. Policies
1. Industrial development should be prohibited except in areas of High Intensity in Monroe and
Tye Stormwater Facility environments.
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2. Expansion or redevelopment of existing legally established industrial areas, facilities, and
services to incorporate mixed-use development should be encouraged over the addition
and/or location of new or single-purpose industrial facilities.
3. Industrial development should be designed and located to prevent net loss of shoreline
ecological functions and should not have adverse impacts on other shoreline uses, public
access, or recreation.
4. New industrial development on properties with shoreline water body frontage should be
required to provide physical and/or visual access to shorelines whenever possible and when
such access does not cause significant interference with operations or hazards to life and
property.
5. The amount of paving and construction of structures should be minimized. 6.Ecological
restoration should be a condition of all non-water-dependent industrial development and
considered as part of water-dependent development.

2. Regulations
1. Industrial uses and developments shall be prohibited throughout shoreline jurisdiction except
in High Intensity and Tye Stormwater Facility environments. All shoreline development must
conform to the General Provisions and the Environment Designation Provisions stated in this
Program. 3. Industrial uses and developments shall achieve no net loss of ecological function.
4. At new or expanded industrial developments, the best available facilities practices and
procedures shall be employed for the safe handling of fuels and toxic or hazardous materials
to prevent them from entering the water, and optimum means shall be employed for prompt
and effective cleanup of those spills that do occur. The City may require specific facilities to
support those activities as well as demonstration of a cleanup/spill prevention program.
5. Display and other exterior lighting shall be designed, shielded, and operated to minimize
glare, avoid illuminating nearby properties and the water, and prevent hazards for public
traffic.

D. In-Stream Structures
1. Policies
This section covers both in-stream structures themselves and any necessary associated facilities.
This applies to their construction as well as the expansion of existing structures and facilities.
1. Careful consideration should be given to avoiding or minimizing land and water use conflicts
with properties in shoreline jurisdiction and with properties adjacent to, upstream of, and
downstream of the proposed site.
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2. Proposals for in-stream structures and associated facilities should give careful consideration
to the design, location, security, and construction of access roads, impoundment structures
and reservoirs, penstocks, and power houses to minimize adverse ecological and public
access impacts to the shoreline and the surrounding area.
3. All diversion structures should be designed to permit natural transport of bed load materials.
4. In-stream structures and their support facilities should be designed to minimize removal of
riparian vegetation and the necessity for massive shore defense structures.
5. In-stream structures and associated facilities should not be located where they will adversely
impact publicly owned lands or waters used extensively for recreation. Impacts that should
be avoided include the visual impact of the structure or facilities, the intrusion of roads or
utility corridors into undeveloped area used for recreation, reduced water noise, and
significant visual impacts from reduced water flows.6.In-stream structures should provide
trails and other access links as well as appropriate ancillary facilities, such as parking and
sanitary facilities, if recreational opportunity is created.

2. Regulations
General
1. All permit applications for in-stream structures shall contain, at a minimum, the following:
a. A site suitability analysis, which provides sufficient justification for the proposed site.
The analysis must fully address alternative sites for the proposed development.
b. Proposed location and design of primary and accessory structures, transmission
equipment, utility corridors, and access/service roads.
c. Provision for public access to and along the affected shoreline and proposed recreational
features at the site, where applicable.
d. A plan that describes the extent and location of vegetation which is proposed to be
removed to accommodate the proposed facility, and any site revegetation plan required
by this Shoreline Master Program.
e. A hydraulic analysis prepared by a licensed professional engineer that sufficiently
describes the project’s effects on streamway hydraulics, including potential increases in
base flood elevation, changes in stream velocity, and the potential for redirection of the
normal flow of the affected stream.
f. A hydrologic analysis that analyzes the project’s effects on ecological processes,
including delivery and rate of water and sediment, geomorphology, and recruitment of
large woody debris.
g. Biological resource inventory and analysis that sufficiently describe the project’s effects
on fisheries and wildlife resources, prepared by a professional biologist.
h. Provision for erosion control, protection of water quality, and protection of fishery and
wildlife resources during construction.
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i. Long-term management plans that describe, in sufficient detail, provisions for protection
of in-stream resources during construction and operation. The plan shall include means
for monitoring its success.
2. In-stream structures may be required to provide public access, provided public access
improvements do not create significant ecological impacts or other adverse environmental
impacts to and along the affected shoreline nor create a safety hazard to the public. Required
public access sites shall be dedicated for public use through fee acquisition or recorded
easement.
3. All shoreline development must conform to the General Provisions, Shoreline Modification
Provisions, and the Environment Designation Provisions stated in this Shoreline Master
Program.
Site Development
4. Temporary and emergency erosion control drainage measures, such as, but not limited to, silt
curtains, berms, and stormwater catch basins, shall be utilized during construction to prevent
shoreline erosion and siltation of the water body. Temporary erosion and drainage control
devices may be removed following construction completion, provided that an approved
erosion control and maintenance plan has been implemented by the contractor(s). Materials
adequate to immediately correct emergency erosion situations shall be maintained on-site.
5. All debris, overburden, and other waste materials from construction not useful for channel
restoration shall be disposed of in such a manner as to prevent their entry into a water body
by erosion or from drainage, high water, or other vectoring mechanisms.
6. All heavy construction equipment, as well as fuel storage and repair areas, shall be located
greater than 200 feet from the OHWM. Construction material staging areas shall be located
greater than 200 feet from the OHWM, EXCEPT during construction and assembly periods.
Service roads shall be of a size that is minimally necessary to safely accomplish maintenance
and repair of the facility and shall be designed and located to minimize vegetation removal
and erosion and sedimentation impacts. Hazardous and/or toxic materials storage shall be
prohibited within shoreline jurisdiction, and such materials shall be prevented from entering
the water through accidental spillage at staging or storage areas located outside immediate
shoreline jurisdiction.
Structural Development
7. Structures shall be designed, located, and constructed in such a manner as to avoid extensive
topographical alteration and to minimize or avoid, as much as possible, impacts to the natural
features of the shoreline. Structures shall be designed and located to minimize removal of
riparian vegetation and to return flow to the stream in as short a distance as possible.
8. Subject to the approval of the appropriate state authority, in-stream structures shall provide
for adequate upstream and downstream migration of anadromous fish, where applicable.
9. On run-of-the-river developments, impoundments shall be located in such a manner as to
minimize impacts to natural scenic values.
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Impacts and Mitigation
10. The creation of in-stream structures should not be allowed unless it is designed and located to
prevent net loss of shoreline ecological functions and should not have adverse impacts on
other shoreline uses, public access or recreation.
11. The mitigation required shall be commensurate to the value and type of resource or system
lost and shall be in accordance with the mitigation sequence.
12. Mitigation for loss of natural systems and resources is required. A mitigation plan that
details the objectives of the mitigation activities shall be prepared by the proponent and be
subject to the approval by the Washington Department of Ecology in consultation with the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.

E. Mining
1. Policies
1. There are no active or authorized mining operations in shoreline jurisdiction, and no new
mining activities (e.g., expanding the boundary of the extraction area or the materials
extracted) should be permitted within shoreline jurisdiction.
2. Where past mining operations have occurred within the “High Intensity” environment,
restoration of ecological functions must be implemented as part of the reclamation process at
the end of a mining operation.

2. Regulations
1. No new mining activities shall be permitted within shoreline jurisdiction.
2. All impacts from past mining shall be mitigated through site remediation and restoration,
including: restoration of the site after all mining activities have ceased and shoreline
enhancement in both disturbed and undisturbed portions of the past mining site.
3. Mining remediation activities shall comply with all local, state and federal water quality
standards and pollution control laws.

F. Recreational Development,
including Boating Facilities
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1. Policies
This section applies to both publicly and privately owned shoreline recreational developments
and associated facilities, including boating facilities, intended for use by the public or a private
club, group, association or individual.
1. The coordination of local, state, and federal recreation planning should be encouraged to
satisfy recreational needs. Shoreline recreational developments should be consistent with the
City of Monroe Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (as amended). State-owned
shorelines, being particularly adapted to providing beaches, ecological study areas, and other
recreational uses, should be given special consideration for park and recreational uses.
2. Recreational developments should be located, designed, and operated to be compatible withand to prevent, or if that is not possible, minimize, adverse impacts on environmental quality
and valuable natural features as well as adjacent and surrounding land and water uses.
Favorable consideration should be given to proposals that complement their environment and
surrounding land and water uses and leave natural areas undisturbed and protected.
3. Shoreline recreational development shall be given priority. Shoreline areas with a potential
for providing recreation or public access opportunities should be identified for this use,
acquired by lease or purchase, and incorporated into the public park and open space system.
4. Within shoreline jurisdiction, water-dependent recreational uses, such as angling, boating,
and swimming, should have priority over water-enjoyment uses, such as picnicking and
nature study. Water-enjoyment uses should have priority over non-water-oriented
recreational uses, such as baseball or soccer.
5. The linkage of shoreline parks, recreation areas, and public access points with linear systems,
such as hiking paths, bicycle paths, easements, and/or scenic drives, should be encouraged.
Recreational facilities should be integrated with public access systems.
6. Recreational developments should be located and designed to preserve, enhance, or create
scenic views and vistas. Such scenic views should be identified in the shoreline inventory.
7. Where appropriate, non-intensive recreational uses may be permitted in floodplain areas.
8. The use of shoreline street ends and publicly owned lands for public access and development
of recreational opportunities should be encouraged.
9. All recreational developments within shoreline jurisdiction, including new or improved
boating facilities, should make adequate provisions for:
a. No net loss of ecological functions.
b. Vehicular and pedestrian access, both on-site and off-site.
c. Proper water supply and solid and sewage waste disposal methods.
d. Security and fire protection.
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e. The prevention of overflow and trespass onto adjacent properties, including, but not
limited to, landscaping, fencing, and posting of property.
f. Buffering of such development from adjacent private properties or natural areas.
10. Trails and pathways on steep shoreline bluffs should be located, designed, and maintained to
protect bank stability.

2. Regulations
General
1. The City shall require and utilize the following information in its review of recreational
development proposals:
a. Nature of the recreational activity (e.g., water-dependent, water-related, water-enjoyment,
non-water-oriented, mixed-use), including a breakdown of specific shoreline use
components.
b. The reasons why the project needs a shoreline location.
c. Special considerations for enhancing the relationship of the activity to the shoreline.
d. Provisions for ecological restoration and for public visual and physical access to the
shoreline;
e. Provisions to ensure that the development will not cause adverse environmental impacts.
f. Layout, size, height, and general appearance of all proposed structures.
g. Pedestrian and vehicular circulation, parking areas, pavements, landscaping, and view
corridors.
h. Horticultural or maintenance methods, including lawn or turf care, plant maintenance,
and allowable beach uses.
2.

Non-water-oriented recreational developments may be permitted by CUP (except in the
Tye Stormwater Facility environment which allows non-water-oriented recreational
developments) only where it can be demonstrated that:

a. A water-oriented use is not reasonably expected to locate on the proposed site due to
topography, surrounding land uses, physical features, or the site’s separation from the
water.
b. The proposed use does not usurp or displace land currently occupied by a water-oriented
use and will not interfere with adjacent water-oriented uses.
c. The proposed use will be of appreciable public benefit by increasing shoreline ecological
functions together with public use, enjoyment, or access to the shoreline.
3. All new recreational development proposals will be reviewed by the City for ecological
restoration and public access opportunities. When restoration and/or public access plans
indicate opportunities exist, the City may require that those opportunities be either
implemented as part of the development project or that the project design be altered so that
those opportunities are not diminished.
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4. All new non-water-oriented recreational development, where allowed, shall be conditioned
with the requirement to provide ecological restoration and public access.
5. The City shall consult the Shoreline Restoration Element and the City of Monroe Park,
Recreation and Open Space Plan to determine the applicability and extent of ecological
restoration and/or public access required.

6. Recreational development should be designed and located to prevent net loss of shoreline
ecological functions. Public water-oriented recreational development that would cause
unavoidable shoreline ecological impacts may be permitted if the project includes ecological
restoration that will improve ecological functions within the same stream reach or within Tye
Stormwater Facility, as appropriate. Compensating ecological mitigation or restoration must
be in place and functioning prior to construction of the recreational facility.
7. Valuable shoreline resources and fragile or unique areas, such as wetlands, shall be used only
for non-intensive uses and nonstructural recreation developments.
8. Substantial structures, such as restrooms, recreation halls and gymnasiums, recreational
buildings and fields, access roads, and parking areas, shall be set back from the OHWM and
may be linked to the shoreline by walkways.
9. For recreational developments that require the use of fertilizers, pesticides, or other toxic
chemicals, such as play fields, the applicant shall submit plans demonstrating the methods to
be used to prevent these applications and resultant leachate from entering adjacent water
bodies, consistent with the City’s adopted Best Management Practices for such uses.
10. Prohibited Boating Facilities: Marinas, overwater moorage, wet boat storage and private boat
launch ramps or other private boat launch facilities shall be prohibited along the Skykomish
River and Woods Creek shorelines.
11. New boating facilities may be constructed to provide improved access for non-motorized and
small electric boats (<1.5 hp) along the Lake Tye shoreline. All facilities, including boat
launches or piers and docks, shall be designed in consultation with WDFW and shall be
consistent with all applicable standards of this Chapter.
12. New boating facilities may be allowed to provide recreational access for hand launched, nonmotorized boats within the Cadman Site park area within the Skykomish River shoreline
area. Boating facilities shall be of the minimum size necessary to provide hand launch access,
and shall run parallel to the shoreline where proposed. Such facilities shall be constructed
consistent with the adopted Cadman Site Park Master Plan, and shall not include boat ramps.
Access to hand launch facilities shall be from pedestrian pathways, and parking shall not
adjoin the hand launch location. All necessary federal and state permits shall be obtained
prior to a Conditional Use Permit approval.
13. The existing boat launch at the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Lewis
Street Access Site may be modified and improved consistent with state and federal regulatory
agency permits that must be obtained prior to Conditional Use Permit approval.
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Design
10. In approving shoreline recreational developments, the City shall ensure that the development
will maintain, enhance, or restore desirable shoreline features, including unique and fragile
areas, scenic views, and aesthetic values. To this end, the City may adjust and/or prescribe
project dimensions, location of project components on the site, intensity of use, screening,
parking requirements, and setbacks, as deemed appropriate to achieve this intent.
11. Recreational developments shall provide facilities for nonmotorized access to the shoreline,
such as pedestrian and bicycle paths. Motorized vehicular access is prohibited on beaches,
bars, spits, and stream beds, EXCEPT for boat launching and maintenance activities in
designated areas.
12. To protect natural resources and adjacent properties, recreational facility design and
operation shall prohibit the use of all-terrain and off-road vehicles in the shoreline area,
EXCEPT where specific areas for such use are set aside and controlled, and then only when
it can be demonstrated that demand is sufficient to warrant such activity.
13. Proposals for developments shall include a landscape plan that utilizes primarily native, selfsustaining vegetation. The removal of on-site native vegetation shall be limited to the
minimum necessary for the development of play areas/fields, selected view points, or other
permitted structures or facilities. (See Chapter 3, Section L, “Vegetation Conservation”)
Where feasible, such facilities requiring vegetation removal shall be set back to avoid
significant vegetation removal.
14. No recreational buildings or structures shall be built over water except water-dependent
and/or public access structures, such as bridges or viewing platforms.
15. Proposals for recreational development shall include adequate facilities for water supply,
sewage, and garbage disposal. Where sewage treatment facilities are not available, the
appropriate reviewing authority shall limit the intensity of development to meet City, county,
and state on-site sewage disposal requirements.

G. Residential Development
1.Policies
1. Residential development is allowed in the High Intensity and Shoreline Residential
environments and should be permitted only where there are adequate provisions for utilities,
circulation, and access.
2. Single-family residences are the most common form of shoreline development and are
identified as a priority use when developed in a manner consistent with control of pollution
and prevention of damage to the natural environment (WAC 173-26-241(3)(j)).
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3. Residential developments should be designed and located in compliance with the City’s
zoning regulations (MMC 18.10), Critical Areas Regulations (MMC 20.05), comprehensive
plan, and this Program. New residential development should be designed so as not to cause
significant ecological impacts or significant adverse impacts to shoreline aesthetic
characteristics, views, and public use of the shoreline and the water.
4. New multiunit residential development, including duplexes, fourplexes, and the subdivision
of land for more than four parcels, should provide community and/or public access in
conformance with Chapter 3, Section H of this Program.
5. Residential development should not be allowed where occupants would be exposed to noise,
bright lights, or other necessary impacts of water development uses, such as industrial
activities.
6. Appurtenances should be located landward of the principal residence.
7. New residences should be designed and located so that shoreline armoring or structural
erosion control measures will not be necessary to protect the structure.
8. When demonstrated to be necessary, shoreline stabilization measures should be designed and
located to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. Replacement shoreline stabilization structures
should be designed to minimize ecological impacts.
9. The creation of new residential lots should not be allowed unless it is designed and located to
prevent net loss of shoreline ecological functions and should not have adverse impacts on
other shoreline uses, public access or recreation.
10.

The application of non-organic chemicals, including fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides,
within shoreline jurisdiction is discouraged.

2. Regulations
1. Residential development applications for a “letter of exemption,” as described in the
administrative provisions of MMC 19.01.060, shall include the following information:
a. Size, location, dimensions, predominant materials, and method of construction (e.g.,
wood frame, poured-in-place concrete, driven short piles) for all structures.
b. Existing trees over 6-inch caliper proposed for removal.
c. Expected amount of earthwork, clearing, and grading.
d. Location and extent of paved or gravel surfaces.
e. Character and extent of existing vegetation and proposed vegetation
restoration/landscaping plans.
f. If shoreline stabilization measures are involved, a geotechnical report consistent with
Section C, Chapter 4 of this Program.
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2. Although some owner-occupied single-family residences, subdivisions, and short
subdivisions are exempt from the Substantial Development Permit process, they still must
comply with all of the provisions of this Program.
Development Standards
3. New residential development shall comply with” , zoning requirements (in MMC 18.10),
stormwater management regulations (in MMC 15.01), the Critical Areas Regulations (in
MMC 20.05), and this Program.
Appurtenances and Accessory Structures
4. Appurtenances, as defined in this Program consistent with Chapter 173-27 WAC, shall be
subject to the same conditions as primary residences, except that for the protection of human
health and safety and ecological functions further restrictions may apply.
5. Accessory uses that are not appurtenant structures shall be reasonable in size and purpose and
compatible with on-site and adjacent structures, uses, and natural features. Accessory
structures that are not water-dependent are not permitted waterward of the principal residence
unless there is a compelling reason to the contrary.
6. Accessory and appurtenant structures should not be located within shoreline buffers to assure
that buffer integrity is maintained.
Public Access
7. Subdivisions and planned unit developments of five or more waterfront lots/units shall
dedicate, improve, and provide maintenance provisions for a pedestrian easement that
provides area sufficient to ensure usable access to and along the shoreline for all residents of
the development and the general public. When required, public access easements shall be a
minimum of 25 feet in width and shall be in compliance with public access standards
contained herein.
8. Residences, appurtenances, and accessory structures shall not be located in required view
corridors.
The Creation of New Residential Lots
9. The creation of new lots shall be prohibited unless all of the following can be demonstrated.
a. A primary residence can be built on each new lot without any of the following being
necessary:
i. New structural shoreline stabilization.
ii. New development or clearing and grading that does not meet vegetation conservation
standards in Section C, Chapter 3.
iii. New structures in the required shoreline setback, geohazardous areas, wetland,
required wetland buffer, critical habitat, or critical habitat buffer (see MMC 20.05 for
Critical Areas Regulations).
iv. Causing significant erosion or reduction in slope stability.
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v. Causing increased flood or geological hazard in the new development or to other
properties.
b. Adequate sewer, water, access, and utilities can be provided.
c. The intensity and type of development is consistent with the City comprehensive plan
and development regulations.
d. Potential adverse environmental impacts can be avoided or mitigated to achieve no net
loss of shoreline ecological functions, taking into consideration temporal loss due to
development and potential cumulative impacts to the environment.
e. The proposed development is consistent with other development standards outlined in
Chapter 2, Section D (Site Development Standards).

H. Transportation and Parking
1. Policies
The policies and regulations identified in this section pertain to any project, within any
environment, that is effecting some change in present transportation facilities.
1. Non-water-dependent transportation facilities should be located outside shoreline
jurisdiction, if feasible. (See definition of “feasible.”)
2. Transportation facilities should provide safe, reasonable, and adequate circulation systems to
shorelines and should include circulation systems for pedestrian, bicycle, and public
transportation where appropriate.
3. Transportation and parking plans and projects should be consistent with the Shoreline Master
Program General Provisions (Chapter 3) and Shoreline Modification Provisions (Chapter 4).
4. Proposed transportation and parking facilities should be located, planned, and designed to
prevent net loss of shoreline ecological functions and should not have adverse impacts on
other shoreline uses, public access or recreation.
5. Restoration of shoreline ecological functions should be a condition of new and expanded
non-water-dependent transportation and parking facilities.
6. New roads, railroads, and bridges in shoreline jurisdiction should be minimized and allowed
only when related to and necessary for the support of permitted shoreline activities. Major
new highways, freeways, and/or railways should be located out of shoreline jurisdiction.
7. Road and railroad locations should be planned to fit the topographical characteristics of the
shoreline such that minimum alteration of natural conditions results. New transportation
facilities should be located and designed to minimize the need for shoreline protection
measures and minimize the need to modify natural drainage systems. The number of
waterway crossings should be limited to the maximum extent possible.
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8. When existing transportation corridors (or rights-of-way, including railroad) are abandoned,
they should be reused for water-dependent use or public access.
9. Joint use of transportation corridors within shoreline jurisdiction for roads, utilities, and
motorized forms of transportation should be encouraged.

2.Regulations
General
1. Applications for new or expanded transportation facilities development in shoreline
jurisdiction shall include the following information:
a. Demonstration of the need for the facility.
b. An analysis of alternative alignments or routes, including alignments or routes outside
shoreline jurisdiction.
c. An analysis of potential impacts complying with the State Environmental Policy Act,
including an analysis of comparative impacts of feasible alternative routes. (See the
definition of “feasible” in Definitions, Chapter 7.)
d. Description of construction, including location, construction type, and materials.
e. Description of mitigation and restoration measures.
2. New or expanded transportation facilities shall be designed and located to prevent net loss of
shoreline ecological functions and should not have adverse impacts on other shoreline uses,
public access or recreation. Shoreline mitigation/restoration may be required that increases
the ecological functions being impacted to the point where:
a. Short- and long-term risks to the shoreline ecology from the development are eliminated.
b. Long-term opportunities to increase the natural ecological functions and processes are not
diminished.
c. If physically feasible, the mitigation/restoration shall be in place and functioning prior to
project impacts. The mitigation/restoration shall include a monitoring and adaptive
management program.
3. Transportation facilities allowed to cross over waterbodies, waterways, and wetlands shall:
a. Utilize elevated, open pile, or pier structures whenever feasible.
b. Be built high enough to allow the passage of debris and provide three feet of freeboard
above the 100-year flood level.
c. Be designed to provide minimal disturbance to banks
4. Except where water crossing is necessary, roads, railroads, and other transportation
facilities permitted shall be located landward of: critical areas, the channel migration
zone and officially designated fish and wildlife habitats.
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5. All new transportation facilities, if permitted parallel to shoreline areas, shall be:
a. Adequately set back from water bodies and shall provide buffer areas of compatible, selfsustaining vegetation.
b. Shoreline scenic drives and viewpoints may provide breaks periodically in the vegetative
buffer to allow open views of the water.
c. Located and designed to prevent or to minimize the need for shoreline protective measures
such as riprap or other bank stabilization, fill, bulkheads, groins, jetties, or substantial site
grading.
d. Designed to avoid steep or unstable areas and fit the existing topography in order to
minimize cuts and fills.
6.

All new and expanded transportation facilities in shoreline jurisdiction shall be consistent
with the City’s comprehensive plan and applicable capital improvement plans.

7.

Transportation facilities and services shall utilize existing transportation corridors
whenever possible, provided that facility additions and modifications will not adversely
impact shoreline resources and are otherwise consistent with this Program. If expansion of
the existing corridor will result in significant adverse impacts, then a less disruptive
alternative shall be utilized.

8. Transportation and primary utility facilities shall be required to make joint use of rights-ofway and to consolidate crossings of water bodies where adverse impact to the shoreline can
be minimized by doing so.
9. Fills for transportation facilities are prohibited in water bodies, wetlands, and on accretion
beaches; EXCEPT, when all structural and upland alternatives have been proven infeasible
and the transportation facilities are necessary to support uses consistent with this Program,
such fill may be permitted as a CUP. Placement of transportation facilities in all critical
areas, including streams and wetlands, must comply with the Critical Areas Regulations (see
MMC 20.05).
10. The following regulation applies to shoreline road ends:
RCW 37.79.035 and RCW 35.87.130 prohibit the City from vacating any City road which
abuts a body of fresh water unless the street or road is not currently used or suitable for boat
moorage or launching site or for a park, viewpoint, recreation, education or other public
purposes (see RCW legal procedure to vacate streets).
11. Roads and railroads shall be located to minimize the need for routing surface waters into and
through culverts. If necessary, Culverts and similar devices shall be designed consistent with
the latest version of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Design of Road
Culverts for Fish Passage guidelines. Culverts shall be located so as to avoid relocation of
the stream channel unless relocation is part of an approved restoration plan.20. All
transportation facilities shall be designed, constructed, and maintained to contain and control
all debris, overburden, runoff, erosion, and sediment generated from the affected areas.
Relief culverts and diversion ditches shall not discharge onto erodible soils, fills, or sidecast
materials.
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12. Bridge abutments and necessary approach fills shall be located landward of wetlands or the
OHWM for water bodies without wetlands; PROVIDED, bridge piers may be permitted in a
water body as a conditional use.
Construction and Maintenance
13. Overburden, debris, and other waste materials from both construction and maintenance
activities, including drainage ditch clearing, shall not be deposited into or sidecast on the
shoreline side of roads or in water bodies, wetlands, and other unique natural areas. Such
materials shall be deposited in stable locations where reentry and erosion into such areas is
prevented.
14. All shoreline areas disturbed by facility construction and maintenance shall be replanted and
stabilized with compatible, native self-sustaining vegetation by seeding, mulching, or other
effective means immediately upon completion of the construction or maintenance activity.
Such vegetation shall be maintained until established by the agency or developer constructing
or maintaining the road. The vegetation restoration/replanting plans shall be as approved by
the City.
15. The City shall give preference to mechanical means rather than the use of herbicides for
roadside brush control on City roads in shoreline jurisdiction. If the situation requires the use
of herbicides, they shall be applied to noxious weeds only, so that chemicals do not enter
adjacent water bodies or damage or kill beneficial native shoreline vegetation.
16. No machinery shall operate within a stream bed except in compliance with a hydraulics
permit issued by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.

I. Utilities (Primary Uses)
1. Policies
The provisions in this section apply to primary uses and activities, such as solid waste handling
and disposal, sewage treatment plants and outfalls, public high-tension utility lines on public
property or easements, power generating or transfer facilities, and gas distribution lines and
storage facilities. See Chapter 3, Section K, “Utilities,” for on-site accessory use utilities.
1. Utilities should utilize existing transportation and utility sites, rights-of-way and corridors
whenever possible rather than creating new corridors. Joint use of rights-of-way and
corridors should be encouraged.
2. All utility facilities should be designed and located to prevent net loss to shoreline ecological
functions, preserve the natural landscape, and minimize conflicts with present and planned
land and shoreline uses while meeting the needs of future populations in areas planned to
accommodate growth.
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3. Utility processing facilities, such as solid waste disposal facilities, sewage treatment plants,
or parts of those facilities, that are non-water-oriented should not be allowed in shoreline
areas unless it can be demonstrated that no other feasible option is available.
5. New utility facilities should be located so as not to require extensive shoreline protection
works.
6. Utility facilities and corridors should be located so as to protect scenic views and public
access. Whenever possible, such facilities should be placed underground or alongside or
under bridges.
7. Utility facilities and rights-of-way should be designed to preserve the natural landscape and
to minimize conflicts with present and planned land uses.

2. Regulations
General
1. Applications for new or expanded utility facilities in shoreline jurisdiction shall include the
following:
a. Demonstration of the need for the facility.
b. An analysis of alternative alignments or routes, including alignments or routes outside
shoreline jurisdiction.
c. An analysis of potential impacts complying with the State Environmental Policy Act,
including an analysis of comparative impacts of feasible alternative routes.
d. Description of construction, including location, construction type, and materials.
e. Location of other utility facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project and any plans to
include the facilities of other types of utilities in the project.
f. Plans for reclamation of areas disturbed both during construction and following
decommissioning and/or completion of the primary utility’s useful life.
g. Plans for control of erosion and turbidity during construction and operation.
h. Identification of any possibility for locating the proposed facility at another existing
utility facility site or within an existing utility right-of-way.
2. The City may require the relocation or redesign of proposed utility development in order to
avoid significant ecological impacts, significant adverse impacts, and/or public access
impacts.
3. Transmission facilities for the conveyance of services, such as power lines, cables, and
pipelines, shall be located to cause minimum harm to the shoreline and shall be located
outside of the shoreline area where feasible. Utilities should be located in existing rights-ofway, corridors and/or bridge crossings whenever possible. Proposals for new corridors or
water crossings must fully substantiate the infeasibility of existing routes.
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4. Development of facilities that may require periodic maintenance or that cause significant
ecological impacts shall not be allowed unless no other feasible option exists. When
permitted, those facilities shall include adequate provisions to protect against significant
ecological impacts.
5. Restoration of ecological functions shall be a condition of new and expanded non-waterdependent utility facilities.
6. Utility development shall, through coordination with local government agencies, provide for
compatible, multiple use of sites and rights-of-way. Such uses include shoreline access
points, trail systems and other forms of recreation and transportation, providing such uses
will not unduly interfere with utility operations, endanger public health and safety or create a
significant and disproportionate liability for the owner.
7. The following utility facilities are not essentially water-dependent. The following new and
expanded utility facilities are prohibited in shoreline jurisdiction unless authorized by
Conditional Use Permit and where it can be shown that no feasible alternatives exist:
a. Water system treatment plants.
b. Sewage system lines, interceptors, pump stations and treatment plants.
c. Electrical substations, lines and cables.
d. Petroleum and gas pipelines.
8. New solid waste disposal sites and facilities are prohibited.
9. Sewage treatment, water reclamation, and desalinization plants may only be permitted by
conditional use and shall be located where they do not interfere with and are compatible with
recreational, residential, or other public uses of the water and shorelands.
Location and Design
10. Transmission and distribution facilities shall cross areas of shoreline jurisdiction by the
shortest, most direct route feasible, unless such route would cause significant environmental
damage.
11. Utility facilities requiring withdrawal of water from streams or rivers shall be allowed only
with a documented water right, and located only where minimum flows as established by the
Washington Department of Ecology can be maintained.
12. Utilities shall be located and designated so as to avoid or minimize the use of any structural
or artificial shore defense or flood protection works.
13. Where major facilities must be placed in a shoreline area, the location and design shall be
chosen so as not to destroy or obstruct scenic views.
14. Utilities shall utilize required setback areas to provide screening of facilities from water
bodies and adjacent properties. Type of screening required shall be determined by the City
on a case-by-case basis.
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15. Underground (or water) utility lines shall be completely buried under the river bed in all river
or stream crossings EXCEPT where any of the following apply:
a. Such lines can be affixed to a bridge structure.
b. Appropriate water or sewage treatment plant intake pipes or outfalls.
c. It is demonstrated that above-ground lines would have a lesser impact.
16. All underwater pipelines transporting liquids intrinsically harmful to aquatic life or
potentially injurious to water quality are prohibited, unless no other feasible alternative
exists. In those limited instances when permitted by conditional use, automatic shut-off
valves shall be provided on both sides of the water body.
17. Filling in shoreline jurisdiction for utility facility or line development purposes is prohibited,
except where no other feasible option exists and the proposal would avoid or minimize
impacts more completely than other methods. Permitted crossings shall utilize pier or open
pile techniques.
18. Power generating facilities are not permitted in shoreline jurisdiction.
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Chapter 6: Administrative
Provisions
A. Conditional Use Permits
1.

Conditional Use Permits - Generally

The Hearing Examiner shall have the authority to hear and make findings, conclusions, and
recommendations, and shall have the authority to grant, in appropriate cases and subject to
appropriate conditions and safeguards, shoreline Conditional Use Permits as authorized by
Chapter 22.82 of the Monroe Municipal Code (MMC), and as consistent with the SMA (RCW
90.58.100(5)) and WAC 173-27-160. The application for a shoreline Conditional Use Permit
shall be made on forms prescribed by the Community Development Department and shall be
processed pursuant to the rules of the Hearing Examiner. Review will be for purposes of
determining consistency with:


The legislative policies stated in the Shoreline Management Act, RCW 90.58.020
(SMA).



The Shoreline Master Program of the City of Monroe.

Notice of public hearings shall be published in the same manner as provided in the Monroe
Municipal Code.
All Conditional Use Permits issued by the City must be submitted to the Department of Ecology
for its approval or disapproval.

2.

Conditional Use Permit Criteria

The purpose of a Conditional Use Permit is to allow greater flexibility in administering the use
regulations of the Shoreline Master Program in a manner consistent with the policies of the
SMA. Conditional Use Permits may also be granted in circumstances where denial of the permit
would result in a thwarting of the policy enumerated in the SMA. In authorizing a Conditional
Use, special conditions may be attached to the permit by the City of Monroe or the Department
of Ecology to prevent undesirable effects of the proposed use and/or to assure consistency of the
project with the SMA and this Shoreline Master Program. The criteria for granting Conditional
Use Permits is the following:
1. The uses which are classified or set forth in the Master Program as conditional uses may be
authorized, provided the applicant can demonstrate all of the following:
a. That the proposed use will be consistent with the policies of the SMA and the policies of
this Master Program.
Chapter
6 –05/07/2019
Administrative Provisions
MCC Agenda
Page 92 of 196

Discussion Items71
#1
AB19-102

b. That the proposed use will not interfere with the normal public use of public shorelines.
c. That the proposed use of this site and design of the project will be compatible with other
permitted uses within the area.
d. That the proposed use will cause no unreasonably adverse effects to the shoreline
environment designation in which it is to be located.
e. That the public interest suffers no substantial detrimental effect.
2. Other uses which are not classified or set forth in the Master Program may be authorized as
conditional uses provided that the applicant can demonstrate, in addition to the criteria set
forth in Subsections 1 and 3 of this section, that extraordinary circumstances preclude
reasonable use of the property in a manner consistent with the use regulations of this Master
Program.
3. In the granting of all Conditional Use Permits, consideration shall be given to the cumulative
impact of additional requests or like actions in the area.
4. Uses which are specifically prohibited by this Master Program may not be authorized
pursuant to either Subsection 1 or 3 of this section.

3.

Imposition of Conditions

To ensure compliance with the criteria stated in the Shoreline Master Program, the Hearing
Examiner shall have the authority to recommend, and shall have the authority to require and
approve, a specific plan for a proposed use, to impose performance standards that make the use
compatible with other permitted uses within the area, and to increase the requirements set forth
in this Shoreline Master Program which are applicable to the proposed use. In no case shall the
City have the authority to decrease the requirements of this Shoreline Master Program when
considering an application for a shoreline Conditional Use Permit; any such decrease shall only
be granted upon the issuance of a shoreline Variance.

4.

Subsequent Hearing—Publication of Notice

At the City Council meeting following the filing of such findings by the Hearing Examiner, the
City Council, on its own initiative or on request of an aggrieved party, whether the applicant or
any other individual, may set another hearing date by giving notice in the newspaper and by mail
in the manner prescribed for the Hearing Examiner, and at such public hearing determine on the
merits whether the development is consistent with the criteria referenced in this Shoreline Master
Program. If at such hearing the majority of the Council determines that such development
satisfies the criteria, then a shoreline Conditional Use Permit shall be issued upon the terms and
conditions hereinafter prescribed and prescribed by the Council.

5.

Compliance with Conditions

1. Where plans are required to be submitted and approved as part of the application for a
shoreline conditional use permit, modifications of the original plans may be made only after
a review has been conducted and approval granted by the Hearing Examiner,
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2. In the event of failure to comply with the plans approved by the City or with any conditions
imposed upon the shoreline conditional use permit, the permit shall immediately become
void and any continuation of the use activity shall be construed as being in violation of this
Shoreline Master Program and a public nuisance.

B. Variances
1.

Variances - Generally

The Hearing Examiner shall have authority to hear and make findings and decisions on shoreline
variances. The Hearing Examiner shall have authority to grant, variances from the substantive
requirements of this Shoreline Master Program. The application for a shoreline Variance shall
be made on forms prescribed by the Community Development Department and shall be
processed and acted upon in the same manner as is provided for Substantial Development and
Conditional Use Permits. If a Variance application is not merged with a pending Substantial
Development Permit application, the applicant shall pay the City the Variance application fee in
effect at that time. All Variances issued by the City must be submitted to the Department of
Ecology for its approval or disapproval.

2.

Variance Criteria

The purpose of a Variance is strictly limited to granting relief to specific bulk, dimensional, or
performance standards set forth in this Shoreline Master Program where there are extraordinary
or unique circumstances relating to the properties such that the strict implementation of the
Shoreline Master Program would impose unnecessary hardships on the applicant or thwart the
policies set forth in the SMA. The criteria for granting Variances shall be consistent with WAC
173-27-170 and include the following:
1. Variances should be granted in circumstances where denial of the permit would result in a
thwarting of the policy enumerated in RCW 90.58.020. In all instances, the applicant must
demonstrate that extraordinary circumstances exist, and the public interest shall suffer no
substantial detrimental effect.
2. Variances for development and/or uses that will be located landward of the ordinary highwater mark, as defined in RCW 90.58.030(2)(b), and/or landward of any wetland as defined
in RCW 90.58.030(2)(h), may be authorized provided the applicant can demonstrate all of
the following:
a. That the strict application of the bulk, dimensional, or performance standards as set forth
in the Master Program precludes, or significantly interferes with, reasonable use of the
property;
b. That the hardship described in (a) of this subsection is specifically related to the property
and is the result of unique conditions, such as irregular lot shape, size, or natural features,
and the application of the Master Program, and not, for example, from deed restrictions
or the applicant’s own actions;
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c. That the design of the project is compatible with other authorized uses within the area
and with uses planned for the area under the Comprehensive Plan and Shoreline Master
Program, and will not cause adverse impacts to the shoreline environment;
d. That the Variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege not enjoyed by other
properties in the area;
e. That the Variance requested is the minimum necessary to afford relief; and
f. That the public interest will suffer no substantial detrimental effect.
3. Variances for development and/or uses that will be located waterward of the ordinary high
water mark as defined in RCW 90.58.030(2)(b), or within any wetland as defined in RCW
90.58.030(2)(h), may be authorized provided the applicant can demonstrate all of the
following:
a. That the strict application of the bulk, dimensional or performance standards set forth in
this Master Program precludes all reasonable use of the property;
b. That the proposal is consistent with the criteria established under subsection (2)(b)
through (f) of this section; and
c. That the public rights of navigation and use of the shorelines will not be adversely
affected.
4. In the granting of all Variances, consideration shall be given to the cumulative impact of
additional requests for like actions in the area. For example, if variances were granted to
other developments and/or uses in the area where similar circumstances exist the total of the
variances shall also remain consistent with the policies of RCW 90.58.020 and shall not
cause substantial adverse effects to the shoreline environment.
5. Variances from the use regulations of this Master Program are prohibited.

C. Revisions to Permits
A permit revision is required whenever the applicant proposes substantive changes to the design,
terms or conditions of a project from that which is approved in the permit. Changes are
substantive if they materially alter the project in a manner that relates to its conformance to the
terms and conditions of the permit, this Shoreline Master Program and/or the policies and
provisions of Chapter 90.58 RCW. Changes that are not substantive in effect do not require
approval of a revision.
When an applicant seeks to revise a Substantial Development, Conditional Use, or Variance
Permit, the City Planning Department shall request from the applicant detailed plans and text
describing the proposed changes in the permit.
1. If the planning staff determines that the proposed changes are within the scope and intent of
the original permit, the revision shall be automatically approved, provided it is consistent
with Chapter 173-27 WAC, the SMA, and this Master Program.
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2. “Within the scope and intent of the original permit” means the following:
a. No additional over- or in-water construction will be involved.
b. Lot coverage and height may be increased a maximum of 10 percent from provisions of
the original permit, provided that revisions involving new structures not shown on the
original site plan shall require a new permit.
c. The revised permit does not authorize development to exceed height, lot coverage,
setback, or any other requirements of this Master Program except as authorized under a
Variance granted as the original permit or a part thereof.
d. Additional or revised landscaping is consistent with any conditions attached to the
original permit and with the applicable Master Program.
e. The use authorized pursuant to the original permit is not changed.
f. No adverse environmental impact will be caused by the project revision.
3. Revisions to permits may be authorized after original permit authorization has expired under
RCW 90.58.143. The purpose of such revisions shall be limited to authorization of changes
which are consistent with this section and which would not require a permit for the
development or change proposed under the terms of Chapter 90.58 RCW, WAC 173-27-100,
and this Master Program. If the proposed change constitutes substantial development then a
new permit is required. Provided, this subsection shall not be used to extend the time
requirements or to authorize substantial development beyond the time limits of the original
permit.
4. If the revision, or the sum of the revision and any previously approved revisions, will violate
the criteria specified above, the City shall require the applicant to apply for a new Substantial
Development, Conditional Use, or Variance Permit, as appropriate, in the manner provided
for herein.
5. The revision approval, including the revised site plans and text consistent with the provisions
of WAC 173-27-180 as necessary to clearly indicate the authorized changes, and the final
ruling on consistency with this section, shall be filed with Ecology. In addition, the City
shall notify parties of record of their action.
6. If the revision to the original permit involves a Conditional Use or Variance, the City shall
submit the revision to Ecology for Ecology’s approval, approval with conditions, or denial,
and shall indicate that the revision is being submitted under the requirements of this
subsection. Ecology shall render and transmit to the City and the applicant its final decision
within fifteen days of the date of Ecology’s receipt of the submittal from the City. The City
shall notify parties of record of Ecology’s final decision.
7. The revised permit is effective immediately upon final decision by the City or, when
appropriate under Subsection 6 of this section, upon final action by Ecology.
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8. Appeals shall be in accordance with RCW 90.58.180 and shall be filed within twenty-one
days from the date of receipt of the City’s action by Ecology or, when appropriate under
Subsection 6 of this section, the date Ecology’s final decision is transmitted to the City and
the applicant. Appeals shall be based only upon contentions of noncompliance with the
provisions of Subsection 2 of this section. Construction undertaken pursuant to that portion
of a revised permit not authorized under the original permit is at the applicant’s own risk
until the expiration of the appeals deadline. If an appeal is successful in proving that a
revision is not within the scope and intent of the original permit, the decision shall have no
bearing on the original permit.

D. Nonconforming Uses and
Development Standards
1. "Nonconforming use or development" means a shoreline use or development which was
lawfully constructed or established prior to the effective date of the Shoreline Management
Act or this Shoreline Master Program, or amendments thereto, but which does not conform to
present regulations or standards of this Shoreline Master Program.
2. Structures that were legally established and are used for a conforming use, but which are
nonconforming with regard to setbacks, buffers or yards; area; bulk; height or density, may
be maintained and repaired and may be enlarged or expanded provided that said enlargement
does not increase the extent of nonconformity by further encroaching upon or extending into
areas where construction or use would not be allowed for new development or uses.
3. Uses and developments that were legally established and are nonconforming with regard to
the use regulations of this Shoreline Master Program may continue as legal nonconforming
uses. Such uses shall not be enlarged or expanded, except that nonconforming single-family
residences that are located landward of the ordinary high water mark may be enlarged or
expanded in conformance with applicable bulk and dimensional standards by the addition of
space to the main structure or by the addition of normal appurtenances as defined in WAC
173-27-240(2)(g) upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
4. A use which is listed as a conditional use, but which existed prior to adoption of this
Shoreline Master Program or any relevant amendment and for which a Conditional Use
Permit has not been obtained, shall be considered a nonconforming use. A use which is
listed as a conditional use, but which existed prior to the applicability of this Shoreline
Master Program to the site and for which a Conditional Use Permit has not been obtained,
shall be considered a nonconforming use.
5. A structure for which a Variance has been issued shall be considered a legal nonconforming
structure and the requirements of this section shall apply as they apply to preexisting
nonconformities.
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6. A structure which is being or has been used for a nonconforming use may be used for a
different nonconforming use only upon the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. A
Conditional Use Permit may be approved only upon a finding that:
a. No reasonable alternative conforming use is practical; and
b. The proposed use will be at least as consistent with the policies and provisions of the Act
and this Shoreline Master Program and as compatible with the uses in the area as the
preexisting use. In addition, such conditions may be attached to the permit as are deemed
necessary to assure compliance with the above findings, the requirements of this
Shoreline Master Program and the Shoreline Management Act and to assure that the use
will not become a nuisance or a hazard.
7. A nonconforming structure which is moved any distance must be brought into conformance
with this Shoreline Master Program and the Act.
8. If a nonconforming development is damaged to an extent not exceeding seventy-five percent
of the replacement cost of the original development, it may be reconstructed to those
configurations existing immediately prior to the time the development was damaged,
provided that application is made for the permits necessary to restore the development within
six months of the date the damage occurred, all permits are obtained and the restoration is
completed within two years of permit issuance.
9. If a nonconforming use is discontinued for twelve consecutive months or for twelve months
during any two-year period, the nonconforming rights shall expire and any subsequent use
shall be conforming. A use authorized pursuant to subsection (6) of this section shall be
considered a conforming use for purposes of this section.
10. An undeveloped lot, tract, parcel, site, or division of land located landward of the ordinary
high water mark which was established in accordance with local and state subdivision
requirements prior to the effective date of the Act or this Shoreline Master Program, but
which does not conform to the present lot size standards may be developed if permitted by
other land use regulations of the City of Monroe and so long as such development conforms
to all other requirements of this Shoreline Master Program and the Act.

E. Documentation of Project Review
Actions and Changing Conditions
in Shoreline Areas
The City will keep on file documentation of all project review actions, including applicant
submissions and records of decisions, relating to shoreline management provisions in this SMP.
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F. Amendments to This Master
Program
If the City or Ecology determines it necessary, the City will review shoreline conditions and
update this SMP within seven years of its adoption. In addition, it is acknowledged that ongoing FEMA mapping efforts1 may result in conflicts between this SMP’s mapped shoreland
designations and the true physical qualifications of those lands under the state criteria for
designating shorelands. Pursuant to WAC 173-22-055, in the event that the shoreland
designations shown on this SMP’s map conflict with the shoreland definitions in the State
criteria, the State criteria control, and the City would be obligated to treat the shoreland
boundaries as defined by those State criteria. Upon discovery of any such discrepancy that
removes SMP-mapped lands from the shoreland definition, the City will drop those lands from
SMP regulation and will also amend this SMP within three years.

1

As of publication of this SMP, the latest floodplain mapping effort shows a 100-year floodplain that is consistent with the
enclosed map of shoreline jurisdiction.
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Chapter 7: Shoreline Restoration
Plan
A. Introduction
A jurisdiction’s Shoreline Master Program applies to activities in the jurisdiction’s shoreline
zone. Activities that have adverse effects on the ecological functions and values of the shoreline
must provide mitigation for those impacts. By law, the proponent of that activity is not required
to return the subject shoreline to a condition that is better than the baseline level at the time the
activity takes place. How then can the shoreline be improved over time in areas where the
baseline condition is severely, or even marginally, degraded?
Section 173-26-201(2)(f) of the Guidelines says:
“master programs shall include goals and policies that provide for restoration of such
impaired ecological functions. These master program provisions shall identify existing
policies and programs that contribute to planned restoration goals and identify any
additional policies and programs that local government will implement to achieve its
goals. These master program elements regarding restoration should make real and
meaningful use of established or funded nonregulatory policies and programs that
contribute to restoration of ecological functions, and should appropriately consider the
direct or indirect effects of other regulatory or nonregulatory programs under other local,
state, and federal laws, as well as any restoration effects that may flow indirectly from
shoreline development regulations and mitigation standards.”
However, degraded shorelines are not just a result of pre-Shoreline Master Program activities,
but also of unregulated activities and exempt development. The new Guidelines also require that
“local master programs shall include regulations ensuring that exempt development in the
aggregate will not cause a net loss of ecological functions of the shoreline.” While some actions
within shoreline jurisdiction are exempt from a permit, the Shoreline Master Program should
clearly state that those actions are not exempt from compliance with the Shoreline Management
Act or the local Shoreline Master Program. Because the shoreline environment is also affected
by activities taking placed outside of a specific local master program’s jurisdiction (e.g., outside
of city limits, outside of the shoreline zone within the city), assembly of out-of-jurisdiction
actions, programs and policies can be essential for understanding how the City fits into the larger
watershed context. The latter is critical when establishing realistic goals and objectives for
dynamic and highly inter-connected environments.
As directed by the Guidelines, the following discussion provides a summary of baseline
shoreline conditions, lists restoration goals and objectives, and discusses existing or potential
programs and projects that positively impact the shoreline environment. Finally, anticipated
scheduling, funding, and monitoring of these various comprehensive restoration elements are
provided. In total, implementation of the Shoreline Master Program (with mitigation of projectChapter
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related impacts) in combination with this Restoration Plan (for restoration of lost ecological
functions that occurred prior to a specific project) should result in a net improvement in the City
of Monroe’s shoreline environment in the long term. The following graphic conceptually
illustrates the operation of the SMP and the Restoration Plan on the shoreline environment
condition.

Graphic conceptually prepared by Commissioner Dennis Gallagher.

In addition to meeting the requirements of the Guidelines, this Restoration Plan is also intended
to support the City’s or other non-governmental organizations’ applications for grant funding,
and to provide the interested public with contact information for the various entities working
within the City to enhance the environment.

B. Shoreline Inventory Summary
1.

Introduction

The City conducted a comprehensive inventory of the Skykomish River and Woods Creek
shorelines in 2002 (Appendix A). The primary purpose of the shoreline inventory was to
facilitate the City of Monroe’s compliance with the State of Washington’s Shoreline
Management Act (SMA) and updated Shoreline Master Program Guidelines. Secondary
purposes were to support compliance with State of Washington’s Growth Management Act
(GMA) and the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). The inventory describes existing
physical and biological conditions in the Skykomish River and Woods Creek shoreline zones,
including recommendations for restoration of ecological functions where they are degraded. The
full Shoreline Master Program Inventory is included as Appendix A and is summarized below.
In addition, the Washington Department of Ecology identified the Tye Stormwater Facility in
Lake Tye Park as a shoreline water body in June 2007 (see inventory addendum in Appendix B).
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2.

Shoreline Boundary

As defined by the Shoreline Management Act of 1971, shorelines include certain waters of the
state plus their associated “shorelands.” Shorelands are defined as:
“those lands extending landward for 200 feet in all directions as measured on a horizontal
plane from the ordinary high water mark; floodways and contiguous floodplain areas
landward 200 feet from such floodways; and all wetlands and river deltas associated with
the streams, lakes, and tidal waters which are subject to the provisions of this
chapter…Any county or city may determine that portion of a one-hundred-yearfloodplain1 to be included in its master program as long as such portion includes, as a
minimum, the floodway and the adjacent land extending landward two hundred feet
therefrom (RCW 90.58.030)”
The City of Monroe’s former shoreline boundary appeared to have been based partially on the
floodway and partially on the floodplain as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). As part of Shoreline Inventory development, the shoreline boundary was reevaluated and updated. As stated in WAC 173-22-040, “…local government may, at its
discretion, include all or a larger portion of the one hundred-year floodplain within the associated
shorelands.” The City has used its discretion to designate as regulated shoreline the larger of the
100-year floodplain or those areas landward 200 feet from the ordinary high water mark along
the Skykomish River and Woods Creek shorelines where the waterbody is partially or fully
encompassed by the City. The City reviewed maps showing the extent of both the 100-year
floodplain and 200 feet from the floodway jurisdiction options, and found that the differences
were minor. The only properties affected by the increase in shoreline jurisdiction were City
parks and Cadman.2 Under the minimum shoreline jurisdiction, only small areas (primarily
wetland buffer) within the Cadman Site would be outside of shoreline jurisdiction.
There are additional floodplain areas within the City limits that are not contiguous with the
shoreline waterbody: 1) portions of the Fryelands are in the Snohomish River floodplain, and
2) a small isolated section of the reformatory property is in the Skykomish River floodplain.
These shoreline areas within the City are separated from their respective waterbodies by
Shoreline County jurisdiction. The Snohomish River is about 3 miles from Monroe’s City
boundary, and the Skykomish is about 0.5 mile from the isolated reformatory floodplain area.
Inclusion of these areas in the City’s shoreline jurisdiction would increase the regulatory burden
on a developed residential area (Fryelands) and/or would not provide any meaningful protection
to the waterbodies in question. In distant floodplain areas (and throughout the entire City), the
primary potential effect of any development is limited to water quality and stormwater impacts
which are regulated during and after construction by the City’s stormwater manual (which is
based on the latest Ecology stormwater manual) and after construction by individual property

1

According to RCW 173-220-030, 100-year floodplain is “that land area susceptible to being inundated by stream derived waters
with a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The limit of this area shall be based upon flood
ordinance regulation maps or a reasonable method which meets the objectives of the act;”

2

The difference appears more significant when comparing the previous shoreline jurisdiction map to the proposed map because
of errors in the original map with respect to location of the floodway and omission of associated wetlands.
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owner’s land management practices that are not regulated by the SMP (such as car washing,
herbicide applications).
The Tye Stormwater Facility is also regulated as a shoreline of the state as a lake exceeding 20
acres. The majority of the Tye Stormwater Facility and its associated shorelands are in the 100year floodplain of the Snohomish River.

3.

Inventory

The Final Shoreline Master Program Inventory for the City of Monroe’s Shorelines: Skykomish
River and Woods Creek (The Watershed Company 2002) is divided into five main sections:
introduction, land use and altered conditions, biological resources and critical areas, existing
conditions analyzed by segment, and a gap analysis. The Skykomish River was divided into
three segments (A, B and C) and Woods Creek was divided into two segments (A and B) based
on gross land use and biological condition. Skykomish River Segment A extends from the
downstream City limit at the west end of the Cadman Site, upstream to the end of the active
Cadman gravel mining operation. Skykomish River Segment B extends from the east end of the
Cadman Site to the mouth of Woods Creek, which lies immediately upstream of the SR
203/Lewis Street bridge over the river. Finally, Skykomish River Segment C extends from the
mouth of Woods Creek upstream to the eastern extent of Al Borlin Park and the City limits
adjacent to where the river nears and flows along SR 2 and a paralleling railway line. Woods
Creek Segment A extends from the mouth of the creek at the Skykomish River, in Al Borlin Park
just east of the SR 203 Skykomish River bridge, to the SR 2 bridge over the creek. Woods Creek
Segment B extends from the SR 2 bridge to the City limits at the Old Owen Road bridge.
The 2002 report did not include the Tye Stormwater Facility and its associated shorelands. An
August 2007 addendum (Appendix B) addresses the Tye Stormwater Facility.

4.

Land Use

1. Existing Land Use: The majority (approximately 98%) of the Skykomish River shoreline is
zoned and planned for limited open space (primarily Cadman Inc. gravel operation) and
parks/open space (Skykomish River Centennial Park, Al Borlin City Park). Cadman’s
current gravel extraction permit is valid until 2012; at that time, Cadman has indicated to the
City that it will re-apply. Part of the original Cadman approval was the requirement for a
200-foot buffer measured from the ordinary high water mark. Much of this buffer area has
been affected by mining-related activities and is in less than natural condition. Woods Creek
shoreline use is more diverse, including residential, commercial, light industrial, and some
parks/open space. Much of the Tye Stormwater Facility is surrounded by Lake Tye Park.
Two parcels, one of which remains undeveloped, in the northeast corner are zoned for
commercial use. Light industrial uses are also zoned for parcels that are separated from the
water body by either Fryelands Boulevard or a park-zoned parcel.
2. Parks and Open Space/Public Access: A dominant and beneficial feature of Monroe’s
shorelines are its parks. Skykomish River Centennial Park, Al Borlin Park, and Lewis Street
Park occupy approximately half of the total shoreline length. In addition, the Cadman, Inc.
gravel operation allows access to the Skykomish River for recreational fishing and other
waterfront enjoyment uses. Much of the Tye Stormwater Facility is ringed by Lake Tye
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Park, which includes a public beach, skateboard park, playgrounds, pedestrian/cyclist trail,
and a gravel boat launch area.
The full shoreline inventory (Appendix A) and the Tye Stormwater Facility Addendum
(Appendix B) include a more in-depth of discussion of the above topics, as well as information
about Historic Land Use and Watershed Conditions; Impervious Surface; Filled Areas; Roads
and Bridges; Flood Control Structures; Docks, Piers, and Over-Water Structures; Storm Water
and Sewer Outfalls, and Other Utilities; and Culverts and Other Fish Passage Barriers.

5.

Biological Resources and Critical Areas

1. Skykomish River Segment A: The most prominent land use feature of Segment A is the
centrally located Cadman, Inc. gravel operation. However, the active use area is surrounded
by a mix of forested and scrub-shrub wetlands and upland forest. The wetland complex
formed in seasonal secondary channels of the Skykomish, and in and along the pre-1920s
river channel. These wetlands include a series of beaver dams and ponds on the west edge of
Cadman, plus several additional side channels and high-flow channels through the floodplain
and riparian area. The wetland complex is tenuously connected to the main Skykomish River
channel during normal flows, and is connected by high-flow channels on the north side of
Cadman during flood events. The banks of the Skykomish River are generally wellvegetated with shrubs and maturing deciduous trees, mostly cottonwoods. Few or no
conifers are present. Some invasive Himalayan blackberry and a considerable amount of
invasive Japanese knotweed are present. No shoreline armoring was observed in this
segment.
2. Skykomish River Segment B: The most prominent land use feature of Segment B is the
Skykomish River Centennial Park. This land use will not change in the foreseeable future,
although existing facilities in the park (such as ballfields) may be modified and expanded and
new facilities may be constructed. Any expansions would not remove existing forested areas
adjacent to the Skykomish, and are not expected to increase impervious surface. WDFW
included the forested portion of Segment B as a riparian priority habitat because of its value
as a “major migration corridor.” This corridor is the only significant wildlife habitat in
Segment B, because of its function as a migration corridor and as a connection between the
high-quality habitats in Segments A and C. The vegetated corridor is interrupted by WDFW
boat ramp and associated parking area. Near the boat ramp, the banks are armored with riprap.
3. Skykomish River Segment C: Most of Segment C, more than two-thirds of Al Borlin Park, is
mapped by WDFW as a priority riparian habitat because of its “excellent habitat for a broad
array of wildlife species, and a major migration corridor. The portion of the park that is not
specifically mapped as a priority riparian habitat actually has equal habitat value. The park is
managed as a natural area, and is rather sparsely covered by formal and informal pedestrian
trails. Except for a small grassy picnic area at the southwest tip of the park, the entire park is
vegetated by a deciduous-dominant, mature forest. Snags and downed wood are abundant,
and non-native species are limited except along trail margins and other edges. Much of the
western half of the park is forested wetland, and the eastern half of the park likely contains
pockets of forested wetland. The Skykomish River banks are subject to severe erosion where
trees and shrubs are absent as a result of clearing for formal and informal trails, parking, or
Chapter
7 –05/07/2019
Shoreline Restoration Plan
MCC Agenda
Page 104 of 196

Discussion Items83
#1
AB19-102

grassy picnic areas. No armoring is present on the banks of the Skykomish, although the
flanks of an old railroad bed bisecting Al Borlin Park are hardened.
4. Woods Creek Segment A: The right1 bank of Woods Creek is primarily park and residential,
with smaller areas of industrial and commercial. Much of the shoreline area in these zones is
sloped, vegetated creek buffer unsuitable for additional development, although there are
some fairly substantial intrusions by existing residential development. Vegetation conditions
along the right bank of the creek are variable, ranging from a wide band of forested
vegetation to a narrow (or non-existent) band near some residential and industrial areas. An
unused railroad2 crossing and associated elevated railroad grade occurs in the floodplain just
downstream of SR 2. The current plan is to incorporate the old rail line into a multi-purpose
trail as part of the King County Rails to Trails program that would connect Monroe to
Duvall. Streambanks in this segment are generally stable. Rip-rap lines the bank and its toe
around bridge abutments.
5. Woods Creek Segment B: The shoreline along the left bank of Segment B contains a mix of
developed (commercial, some residential, and the Monroe Motel complex) and undeveloped
(few structures) areas. However, habitat alteration has occurred even in the undeveloped
areas through vegetation clearing to provide pasture/lawn areas associated with a private park
and a few residences. The shoreline along the south half of the left bank is worth preserving
as it is entirely forested and is part of a larger corridor of forested vegetation which extends
northeast and east. Steep slopes likely preclude development. Unlike many of the shoreline
areas in the City, this section appears to have very few non-native plant species. Residences
and the hotel occupy the entire shoreline along the north half of the left bank. A section of
high, failing bank is located along the left bank (east) at the outside of a wide bend.
Additional banks bordering a mobile home park would likely be failing if not heavily
armored.
6. Tye Stormwater Facility: Upland of the ordinary high mark, the stormwater pond is
intermittently ringed with patches of red alder, black cottonwood, willows, Himalayan
blackberry, and Scotch broom, with grasses, buttercup, thistle, reed canarygrass, and birdsfoot trefoil underlying. Below the ordinary high water mark, patches of emergent vegetation
are found, including cattail, yellow-flag iris, soft rush, and hardstem bulrush. In general, all
vegetated areas are narrow, and adjacent to trails, roads, two developments, or other park
facilities and uses.

1

“Right” and “left” banks are determined by facing downstream. In general, the right bank of Woods Creek is the west bank.

2

Railroad-related developments in floodplain environments have several ecologically detrimental effects. 1) Most wooden
railroad components are treated with creosote, which can leach toxins (such as carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons)
into the aquatic environment, accumulating in sediments, aquatic invertebrates, and finally into fish and terrestrial organisms.
2) Linear railroad features impede the natural flow paths of water, can increase erosion and reduce the natural recruitment of
organic debris into the aquatic system.
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C. Restoration Goals and Objectives
Goal 11
Assure preservation, protection and restoration of salmon habitat to a sufficient extent and
quality to support the productivity and diversity of all wild salmon stocks in the Snohomish
River basin at a level that will sustain fisheries and non-consumptive salmon-related cultural and
ecological values.
Objectives
1. Maintain and restore natural streambank conditions and achieve a net increase in the amount
of natural streambank functions while protecting critical public facilities and infrastructure.
Stabilize erosion areas using bioengineering techniques.
2. Protect natural watershed functions in the channel migration zone and floodplain and
decrease hazards to people, property, critical facilities, and infrastructure.
3. Retain large woody debris in streams to support salmon2 populations and watershed
processes.
4. Eliminate human-made barriers such as blocking culverts and broken tide-gates to
anadromous fish passage, prevent the creation of new barriers, and provide for transport of
water, sediment and organic matter at all stream crossings.
5. Achieve no net loss in functions and values of wetlands that support watershed processes
needed for salmon habitat within each sub-watershed in the Snohomish River basin, and
achieve a net increase in wetland functions and values in sub-basins where historic loss of
wetlands adversely affects watershed processes or fish habitat.
6. Protect and restore riparian areas sufficient to support salmon populations and watershed
processes within the Snohomish River basin.
7. Avoid adverse habitat impacts to streams, riparian corridors, and wetlands, including both
public works and private projects and operations.
Goal 2
Assure preservation, protection and restoration of all ecological functions.

1

Goal 1 and its objectives are excerpted from the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan (Snohomish Basin Salmon
Recovery Forum 2005).

2

“Salmon” (or salmonids) encompasses a group of fish that include chinook, coho, chum, pink and sockeye salmon, as well as
steelhead and bull trout.
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Objectives
1. Strive to control non-indigenous plants or weeds that are proven harmful to native and/or
beneficial vegetation or habitats. In particular, Himalayan blackberry and Japanese
knotweed should be targeted.
2. Make efforts to meet and maintain state and county water quality standards in the Skykomish
River, Woods Creek and the Tye Stormwater Facility, and their contributing waters, through
effective stormwater management of new developments and redevelopments, through
reductions in landscape chemical usage in City parks and other facilities, and through
removal of chemically treated wood products (such as creosote-treated wood).1
3. Modify and regulate public access on the public-owned shorelines to insure that ecological
functions are not unduly damaged by public use. Specifically, pedestrian paths to steepened
Skykomish River banks in Al Borlin Park should be closed or relocated.
4. Develop a public education plan to inform private property owners in the shoreline zone and
in the remainder of the City about the effects of land management practices and other
unregulated activities (such as vegetation removal, pesticide/herbicide use, car washing) on
fish and wildlife habitats.
5. Encourage reconnection of fragmented habitats, in particular the wetland/upland complex on
the Cadman, Inc. site with its relic channels and the Skykomish River, and maintain and
enhance existing corridors between larger patches of habitat.
6. Evaluate the restoration potential of shoreline areas being considered for siting of new
developments or uses, including utilities and transportation corridors. Where feasible, locate
new developments and uses outside of areas with high restoration potential that may
contribute substantially to improvements in ecological function.
7. Continue involvement in WRIA 7 planning processes to understand the watershed context
and the City’s role in maximizing long-term achievement of WRIA 7 goals.

D. List of Existing and Ongoing
Projects and Programs
The following series of existing projects and programs are generally organized from the larger
watershed scale to the City-scale, including City projects and programs and finally non-profit
organizations that are also active in the Monroe area.

1

Understanding that the City’s efforts to meet state and county water quality standards must be part of a regional effort that
recognizes the contributions of upstream point and non-point sources of pollutants into Woods Creek and the Skykomish
River.
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1.

Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 7
Participation

The City is a member of the Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum, and participated in the
drafting of the June 2005 Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan. The Plan includes
the City of Monroe’s implementation commitment in the form of City Council Resolution
2005/005, approved 6 April 2005. The resolution specifically says that the City will: 1) continue
to participate in the Forum “to support Plan implementation, evaluation, and management;
2) implement restoration and protection projects in the City of Monroe consistent with the Plan;
and 3) implement policies, programs, and regulations consistent with the intent of the Plan as
necessary to achieve salmon recovery, needs and goals.” The “action menu,” included in Section
H of Chapter 7, was adopted by the Council as part of the resolution.

2.

French Creek Watershed Management

The City of Monroe was an active member of the French Creek Watershed Management
Committee (FCWMC), which co-authored with Snohomish County the December 2004 French
Creek Watershed Management Plan. According to the Plan, approximately 12 percent of the
watershed of French Creek, a tributary of the Snohomish River, is in Monroe. The Plan
“presents a program to control nonpoint pollution, protect water resources, and address flooding
and drainage problems” (FCWMC 2005). Although French Creek is not tributary to a Shoreline
waterbody regulated by the City of Monroe, the City’s efforts to directly and indirectly improve
ecological functions in the French Creek watershed are an important component of overall
watershed health. More information about the City’s commitment to the French Creek
watershed can be found in the Plan at http://www.co.snohomish.wa.us/documents/Departments/
Public_Works/surfacewatermanagement/stewards/FinalFrenchCrPlanDec2004.pdf.

3.

Comprehensive Plan Policies

The Environmental Element chapter of the City of Monroe’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan contains
a number of general and specific goals and policies that direct the City to permit and condition
development in such a way that the natural environment is preserved and enhanced. Techniques
suggested by the various policies to protect the natural environment include requiring setbacks
from sensitive areas, preventing adverse alterations to water quality and quantity, preserving
existing vegetation, educating the public, and mitigating necessary sensitive area impacts, among
others. The existing Shoreline Element (last updated in 1998) includes a commitment to
“achieve an orderly balance of shoreline uses that do not unduly diminish the quality of the
environment.”

4.

Critical Areas Regulations

The City of Monroe completed a substantial update of the critical areas regulations in 2017. The
updated regulations are based on “best available science,” and provide a high level of protection
to critical areas in the City, particularly streams, wetlands, and fish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas. Management of the City’s critical areas using these regulations will insure
that ecological functions and values are not degraded, and impacts to critical areas are mitigated
fully. These critical areas regulations are one important tool that will help the City meet its

Chapter
7 –05/07/2019
Shoreline Restoration Plan
MCC Agenda
Page 108 of 196

Discussion Items87
#1
AB19-102

restoration goals. The adopted portions of the City’s Critical Areas Regulations are adopted by
reference in MMC Chapter 22.80.

5.

Stormwater Planning

Per a 1991 Ordinance, the City of Monroe automatically adopts Ecology’s latest Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington. The stated purpose of the Manual is to: “provide
guidance on the measures necessary to control the quantity and quality of stormwater produced
by new development and redevelopment such that they comply with water quality standards and
contribute to the protection of beneficial uses of the receiving waters.”
The City received its final National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II
permit in January 2007 from Ecology. The NPDES Phase II permit is required to cover the
City’s stormwater discharges into regulated lakes and streams. Under the conditions of the
permit, the City must protect and improve water quality through public education and outreach,
detect and eliminate illicit non-stormwater discharges (e.g., spills, illegal dumping, wastewater),
manage and regulate construction site runoff, manage and regulate runoff from new development
and redevelopment, and prevent pollution related to municipal operations.
Compliance with the terms of the permit is phased over five years, with full compliance required
by 2012. The City currently has various programs to control stormwater pollution through
maintenance of public facilities, inspection of private facilities, water quality treatment
requirements for new development, source control work with businesses and residents, and spill
control and response. Monitoring may be required as part of an illicit discharge detection and
elimination program, for certain construction sites, or in waterbodies with a Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) Plan for particular pollutants, such as fecal coliform in Woods Creek.
General water quality monitoring was not required in the first five-year term of the permit;
however, the permit asks municipalities to assist in development of a monitoring program that
will be implemented during the second five-year permit term. General water quality monitoring
concerns include a) stormwater quality, b) effectiveness of best management practices, and c)
effectiveness of the stormwater management program.
To date, the City is engaged in planning its strategy for compliance by 2012, and will be
updating its Stormwater Management Plan. By 2010, the City will have developed its public
education plan. The City has been monitoring water quality (dissolved oxygen and fecal
coliform) in seven locations in Lake Tye, Woods Creek, and in the French Creek system using an
Ecology grant. As part of compliance with the Phase II permit, the City will continue monitoring
water quality in those locations.
In 2005, federal agencies approved Monroe’s application to be qualified for an Endangered
Species Act “take” limit when complying with the Regional Road Maintenance Program jointly
developed by Washington Department of Transportation and a number of local jurisdictions.
The Program includes, among other things, a detailed approach to managing stormwater runoff
during road maintenance activities so that the potential to harm federally listed species is avoided
and minimized to the maximum extent practicable. When Monroe’s Public Works Department
conducts various road maintenance activities consistent with the adopted best management
practices, the City’s exposure to an endangered species “takings” lawsuit is reduced and the City
will be supported by the National Marine Fisheries Service if a lawsuit does occur.
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6.

Stilly-Snohomish Fisheries Enhancement Task Force

The Monroe Parks Department solidified a relationship with the Stilly-Snohomish Fisheries
Enhancement Task Force, which is a member of the Woods Creek Coalition. As part of its Buck
Island Floodplain Forest Enhancement Project Buck Island Floodplain Forest Enhancement
Project, the Task Force has completed several vegetation enhancement projects in the past,
specifically targeting removal of Himalayan blackberry and Japanese knotweed along the banks
of Wood Creek, along park trails, and isolated pockets in the forest. Non-native vegetation is
replaced with a mix of native trees and shrubs that enhance riparian and upland ecological
functions for fish and/or wildlife. The Task Force submitted a report to the City, which included
background information on the physical and biological character of Al Borlin Park;
recommendations to enhance vegetation, increase public education efforts, and stabilize eroding
Skykomish River bank at the southwest end of the island; and a proposed vegetation
management schedule through 2004. This report is included as an appendix to the November
2002 Shoreline Inventory Report located in Appendix A. The City of Monroe Parks Department
continues to work with the Task Force to improve the ecological functions of Al Borlin Park.
In a more recent letter to the Monroe Parks Department (Steiner, pers. comm., 28 March 2005),
the Task Force listed projects completed at Al Borlin Park since 2003 and summarized its goals
for Al Borlin Park as follows:
“The objective of our ongoing work out there is to promote vegetation conditions that
will enhance Buck Island’s stability, re-establish healthy fish and wildlife habitat, and to
enhance public education and passive recreation opportunities using the following
strategies:





Enhance floodplain forest canopy species diversity across the island.
Reestablish a multi-layer forest canopy.
Suppress aggressive invasive and noxious weed species, including Japanese
knotweed, Himalayan blackberries and English ivy.
Encourage public participation in the above strategies. “

Between April 2003 and March 2005 alone, the Task Force, using volunteers from the St.
Thomas Moore School in Edmonds, the Everett Community Justice Center, and the Sky Valley
Education Center in Monroe, accomplished the following:
Total # of trees and shrubs planted including live stakes/cuttings: 6,500
Total area of riparian buffer planting: 3.2 acres
Total understory area planted: 10 acres
Total area of site preparation and maintenance: 5 acres
Contact Information: Ann Boyce, Executive Director, Stilly-Snohomish Fisheries Enhancement
Task Force, ann@stillysnofish.org, http://www.stillysnofish.org/

7.

Trout Unlimited

According to Craig McKelvey, president of the Sky Valley chapter, the Sky Valley chapter of
Trout Unlimited is not currently working on their own projects (pers. comm., 13 March 2006).
Instead, they have been working on projects managed by the Stilly-Snohomish Fisheries
Chapter
7 –05/07/2019
Shoreline Restoration Plan
MCC Agenda
Page 110 of 196

Discussion Items89
#1
AB19-102

Enhancement Task Force (see Chapter 7, Section D.6 above). They hope to be independently
managing and implementing projects next year.
Contact Information: Craig McKelvey, President, Sky Valley Chapter of Trout Unlimited,
cwmckelvey@comcast.net, http://www.localaccess.com/troutunlimited/index.html

8.

Adopt-A-Stream Foundation

The Adopt-A-Stream Foundation conducts projects in Monroe as the opportunity arises. They
are occasionally approached by property owners, but more often partner with Snohomish County
or the Snohomish Conservation District. Projects have included placement of large woody
debris along in-City portions of Woods Creek to stabilize streambanks and increase habitat
complexity, and native riparian plantings to replace invasive species and increase shade and
organic inputs. Many of these projects are funded by Community Salmon Fund grants.
Depending on the grant, monitoring and maintenance of completed projects continues.
Contact Information: Tom Hardy, aasf@streamkeeper.org, http://www.streamkeeper.org/

9.

Environmental Science School, Sky Valley Education
Center

Students at The Environmental Science School have recently begun enhancing pond-side
vegetation on the north end of the Tye Stormwater Facility. In April 2007, students removed
non-native plants (particulary Himalayan blackberry) and installed 110 native shrubs. The
students will be maintaining and monitoring the plantings. The planting area, approximately
2,700 square feet, will be expanded in future areas.
Contact Information: Rob Sandelin, http://www.nonprofitpages.com/nica/EES.htm

E. List of Additional Projects and
Programs to Achieve Local
Restoration Goals
The following series of additional projects and programs are generally organized from the larger
watershed scale to the City-scale, including City projects and programs and finally non-profit
organizations that are also active in the Monroe area.

1.

Unfunded WRIA 7 Projects

Four potential projects within Monroe’s boundaries are specifically identified in the June 2005
Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan, including two projects within Cadman
(Primary Mainstem #108 and #109), one project in Al Borlin Park (Primary Mainstem #113),
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and one project in the East LOS subarea (Primary Mainstem #114). The following descriptions
of each project are excerpted verbatim from the Conservation Plan:
#108 Cadman secondary channel improvement: Direct more flow through secondarychannel at head of bar adjacent to Cadman to enhance rearing year-round. Would
potentially reduce erosion at Werkhoven Farm.
#109 Cadman wall-based channel reconnection: May be substantial opportunity to
reconnect a wall-based channel and off-channel habitat on the quarry site once Cadman
operations are complete. Discussion needed with Cadman and City of Monroe. Sidechannel length = 7900ft.
#113 Buck Island side-channel enhancement: Increase connectivity along Buck Island
between Woods Creek and the mainstem. Strategically placed LWD to promote sidechannel and pool formation.
#114 SR 2 oxbow reconnections: Provide access to oxbow channels that are cut off by
State Route 2 and the railroad. Probably costlier than other similar projects because it
would require the installation of large culverts under a major highway.
Project Primary Mainstem #114 is the least likely of the above to occur as the land is privately
owned and is currently in feasibility for development of a church or residences.
The June 2005 Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan also includes projects in the
French Creek system, which is tributary to the Snohomish River. Although the City has not
elected to extend shoreline jurisdiction to include the Snohomish River floodplain in the City,
any wetlands in the Snohomish River 100-year floodplain are within shoreline jurisdiction. The
100-year floodplain of the Snohomish River extends into the Fryelands area of the City. The
following description of a French Creek floodplain wetlands projects is excerpted verbatim from
the Conservation Plan:
#84 French Creek floodplain wetland restoration: Restore a portion of the 4000 acres of
wetland in the floodplain that were present historically. Project would depend on willing
sellers. Project would have both a high cost and a high benefit.

2.

Cadman Site Restoration

The Cadman Site and its on-site critical areas and their buffers are designated as Limited Open
Space in the current zoning and future land use maps. According to the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement, the gravel pit first began operations in 1961 under a prior
owner and before the area was annexed into the City. Cadman purchased the site in 1989, two
years after it was annexed. In total, Cadman expects to remove approximately 11 million (M)
tons of material over the life of the operation, with a peak output of approximately 1 M tons per
year. The present operation plan calls for three phases, with different road and processing
configurations for each phase. As portions of the site are closed, they are regraded, stabilized,
and replanted. An attachment to the 2002 Shoreline Master Plan includes conceptual grading
and planting plans, the goals of which are to “create wildlife habitat and provide accessibility for
future recreation”.
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Once all mining is completed and Cadman has implemented the Washington Department of
Natural Resources-approved reclamation plan, the site (less 37 acres to serve as a base for “longterm site operations”) will be deeded to the City for non-commercial public use and stewardship.
Ten acres in the northeast portion of the site have already been conveyed to the City. Ideally, the
reclamation plan and City management will result in:
1. Reestablishment of functional connections between the Skykomish River, the Cadman
wetland complex, and the relic high flow channels.
2. Removal of unnatural fish migration barriers in the relic channel/wetland complex.
3. Restoration of a minimum 200-foot-wide vegetated buffer along the Skykomish River with
native vegetation, including conifers.
4. Incorporation of environmental education materials into the park, either through interpretive
signs, an environmental learning center, or other means.
5. Concentration of active use areas of the park away from high-quality forested wetland and
upland habitats.
6. Development of relationships with local environmental restoration organizations, schools, or
other interested groups to maximize volunteer and educational opportunities at the site.
These actions would implement Primary Mainstem #108 and Primary Mainstem #109 as
described above under Section 5.1.

3.

Accomplishments

The three projects listed below have been implemented since they were originally identified as
recommendations or opportunities in the November 2002 Shoreline Master Program Inventory
(Appendix A). The full list of recommended projects is provided below in Section 5.4.


Project 11: Segment C of the Skykomish River has a large area of eroding riverbank with a
nearby trail and parking area. Vehicles were driving close to the bank edge, damaging and
eliminating shoreline vegetation and causing sloughing of the destabilized bank into the
river. Following a flood in 2005 that eroded additional bank area, vehicular access was
suspended.



Project 12: The Skykomish River portion of the train trestle in Segment C was removed in
July/August 2005 by Cadman, Inc. after the bridge became dangerously close to collapse.
The project was coordinated jointly coordinated with the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources and Snohomish County. Bridge removal was followed by some in-stream
habitat enhancement in the affected area.



Project 18: The Old Owen Road bridge in Segment B of Woods Creek included in-water
piers that impacted movement of water, large woody debris, and sediment downstream. The
old bridge has been replaced by Snohomish County with a structure that does not include any
in-water supports.
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4.

Recommended Projects

The following is a summary of the specific potential projects identified for the Skykomish River
and Woods Creek in the Recommendations sections of the individual reach discussion of the
2002 Shoreline Master Program Inventory (Appendix A). The list of potential projects for each
shoreline segment was created after assessing conditions in each segment, and is intended to
contribute to improvement of impaired functions. The first “General” recommendation applies
also to the Tye Stormwater Facility.
General
1. Plant, encourage, and preserve stream and riverbank vegetation to provide shade
(temperature control) and stabilize banks (erosion/sedimentation control). Increase conifer
component to provide future source of large woody debris recruitment.
2. Provide adequate treatment of storm and sanitary sewage discharges to the river and its
tributaries (water quality).1
3. Preserve and enhance existing wetlands and their buffers (wildlife habitat).
4. Secure large woody debris along the river/stream banks.
Skykomish River – Segment A
5. Review and possibly improve Cadman’s water quality control measures to reduce turbidity of
runoff water as applicable.
6. Restore shoreline areas disturbed through the gravel mining process by placing an adequate
topsoil layer planted with a diverse assemblage of native riparian trees and shrubs consistent
with Alternative 1 as described in the Draft EIS for the gravel operation. In addition, create a
network of ponds and channels connecting to the river or existing channels.
Skykomish River – Segment B
7. Reduce the existing rip-rap bank protection adjacent to the WDFW parking area serving the
boat ramp and/or supplement with soil and woody debris. If needed, consider alternative
bank protection measures such as bank barbs or woody structures. Provide a wider buffer of
native vegetation between the parking area and the river.
8. Reduce access to some of the fisherman trails along the river by increasing vegetation
density. This would improve bank stability and provide other habitat functions including
shade and terrestrial insect food supply.
9. Supplement existing rip-rap at the location of a sewage outfall with soil and native
vegetation.

1

The treatment plant discharges are currently in compliance with the standards of the latest National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.
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10. Consider options to reduce need for chemical applications to lawn areas of Skykomish River
Centennial Park.
Skykomish River – Segment C
11. Trails and parking areas should be moved back from areas of eroding riverbank, and the
banks and buffer area should be restored by planting native trees and shrubs.
12. Investigate alternative bank stabilizing methods for the area of heavily rip-rapped railroad
embankment lining the uppermost end of this segment. Supplement the banks with soil and
native vegetation.
Woods Creek – Segment A
13. Encourage residential property owners along the right bank to increase the effective buffer
widths along their properties by landscaping with native vegetation and increasing the
density and diversity of such vegetation.
Woods Creek – Segment B
14. Encourage residential property owners along this segment to 1) substitute bank stabilization
methods which are more compatible with habitat functions for the existing rip-rap and
concrete, and 2) increase the effective buffer widths along their properties by landscaping
with native vegetation and increasing the density and diversity of such vegetation. Existing
rip-rap should be reduced and/or supplemented with soil and woody debris. If needed,
alternative bank protection measures such as bank barbs or woody structures should be
considered. A wider buffer of native vegetation should be provided between the existing
buildings and the creek.
15. Investigate feasibility of restoring the lower, piped section of a small Woods Creek tributary
to provide an open, fish-passable channel. The piped section can be found on the right bank
near the middle of the segment.
16. The City should work with the County to ensure that the in-water piers supporting Old Owen
Road bridge are removed.
17. Consider retaining some of the land currently [in 2002] zoned “public open space,” but
designated as “general commercial” on the comprehensive plan future land use map, as the
“parks/open space” designation. In particular, forested, sloped areas on the left bank of
Woods Creek, just north of SR 2 that are not already developed should be re-classified.
Note: Although it is difficult to compare the maps available in 2002 to the current maps due
to changes in mapping sophistication and detail, it appears that some of the area designated
as “general commercial” in the future land use map available in 2002 has been amended to
show “special regional use.”
Tye Stormwater Facility
18. The City Parks Department should consider supporting The Environmental Science School in
its native planting efforts. The School is looking for sources of native plants.
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19. The City Parks & Recreation and Public Works Departments should consider minimizing
areas of mowing of the Tye Stormwater Facility perimeter to accommodate native plantings.
20. The City Parks & Recreation Department should consider signage or other barriers to focus
direct pond-side access to specific areas. This would reduce devegetation of the banks and
exposure of bare soils to erosion.
The City shall encourage all development proposals to include a site-specific plan to improve
and restore some level of lost ecological function, beyond required mitigation for any impacts
that result explicitly from the development proposal. For example, projects could provide bands
of native vegetation along the waterward edge of the property, reduce impervious surfaces
through innovative use of pervious materials and reduce the impact of impervious surfaces
through stormwater management that focuses on runoff quantity and quality, and remove or
enhance armored banks.

5.

Public Education

Consistent with Goal 2, Objective 4, above, the City should coordinate with non-profit
environmental groups and educational institutions to develop a more comprehensive and
collaborative education strategy. The resulting plan should include mechanisms for informing
private property owners in the shoreline zone and in the remainder of the City about the effects
of land management practices and other unregulated activities (such as vegetation removal,
pesticide/herbicide use, car washing) on fish and wildlife habitats. Part of that strategy could
incorporate Monroe Department of Public Works’ public show-and-tell program that provides
training about repair and maintenance of stormwater facilities, or a storm-drain stenciling
program. The City Council also committed in its adopted WRIA 7 “Action Menu” (see chapter
7, Section H below) to provide its citizens with stormwater-related information.

6.

Other Environmental Organizations

Although the following organizations include Monroe in their general service areas, they are not
currently actively engaged in specific activities or programs that affect Monroe’s shorelines.
However, that does not preclude them from playing an active role in the future, particularly if
any of Monroe’s citizens solicit assistance from or become members in these organizations.
The Nature Conservancy
The mission of The Nature Conservancy is “to preserve the plants, animals and natural
communities that represent the diversity of life on Earth by protecting the lands and waters they
need to survive” (http://www.nature.org/). According to Peter Skidmore, Freshwater Program
Manager, “The Nature Conservancy is not actively engaged in…work…in the Monroe area. I
am not aware of anyone in our programs that is working with the City, or in this area
specifically” (Skidmore, pers. comm., 9 March 2006).
Contact Information: Peter Skidmore, Freshwater Program Manager, Washington Chapter of The
Nature Conservancy, pskidmore@tnc.org, http://www.nature.org/wherewework/
northamerica/states/washington/
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Pilchuck Audubon Society
The mission of the Pilchuck Audubon Society is “to conserve and restore natural ecosystems
focusing on birds and other wildlife for the benefit of the earth's biological diversity. Through
education, advocacy and community activism, PAS is committed to bringing people closer to
wildlife in order to build a deeper understanding of the powerful links between healthy
ecosystems and human beings and to encourage the involvement of our members in efforts to
protect the habitat this wildlife depends upon for survival” (http://www.pilchuckaudubon.org/).
According to Kristin Kelly, Smart Growth Director for the Pilchuck Audubon Society, the
Society “has no current plans to do any type of restoration projects in the watersheds surrounding
Monroe” (Kelly, pers. comm., 24 May 2006).
Contact Information: http://www.pilchuckaudubon.org/

F. Proposed Implementation Targets
and Monitoring Methods
As previously noted, a substantial portion of the City’s shoreline zone is occupied by City parks
and open space. The total shoreline length of the City is approximately 4.5 miles, of which 2.3
miles is park (approximately 50%). Therefore, ecological function in the City’s shoreline zone
has and can be significantly impacted by past, current, and future management of the parks.
Because the park lands are owned by the City, the opportunities for restoration are greater and
the obstacles for implementation are fewer than on private land.
Table 1.

D.1

Implementation Schedule and Funding for Restoration Projects, Programs and
Plans.

Restoration
Project/Program
WRIA 7 Participation

Schedule
Ongoing

D.2

French Creek
Watershed
Management

Ongoing

D.3

Comprehensive Plan
Policies

Adopted in
2015

D.4

Critical Areas
Regulations

Adopted in
2017

D.5

Stormwater Planning

Ongoing

D.6

Stilly-Snohomish

Ongoing
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Funding Source or Commitment
The City is an active member of the Snohomish Basin
Salmon Recovery Forum. Membership at this time
entails a commitment of staff time.
The City was an active member of the French Creek
Watershed Management Committee. The 2005 Plan
includes a lengthy project/program list of
recommendations, implementation schedule, and
estimated cost.
The City makes a substantial commitment of staff time
in the course of project and program reviews to
determine consistency and compliance with the
recently updated Comprehensive Plan.
The City makes a substantial commitment of staff time
in the course of project and program reviews to
determine consistency and compliance with their
recently updated Critical Areas Regulations.
Currently, staff time and materials are the only City
resource commitments.
Currently, staff time and materials are the only City
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D.7
D.8
D.9
E.1

Restoration
Project/Program
Fisheries Enhancement
Task Force Projects
Trout Unlimited
Adopt-A-Stream
Foundation
The Environmental
Science Program
Unfunded WRIA 7
projects

E.2

Cadman Site
Restoration

E.3

Recommended Projects

E.4
E.5

Public Education
Other Environmental
Organizations

Schedule

Funding Source or Commitment
resource commitments.

Ongoing

These programs currently require no City investments.

As funds and
opportunity
allow

The City Council passed a resolution in 2005 making a
commitment to implement the Snohomish Basin
Salmon Recovery Plan. Projects will be funded by the
City, partnering agencies and non-profit organizations,
and grants as projects and funding opportunities arise.
As needed to further WRIA 7 obligations following
Cadman/DNR reclamation.

Following
completion of
mining

Projects identified in Recommendations discussions
would likely be implemented either when grant funds
are obtained, when partnerships are formed between
the City and other agencies or non-profit groups, or as
may be required by the critical areas regulations and
the Shoreline Master Program during project-level
reviews by the City.
To be determined.

Monitoring, on the other hand, is more easily accomplished and documented through standard
Parks and Recreation Department reporting processes. The Parks and Recreation Department
should annually assemble a memo quantitatively or qualitatively, as appropriate, outlining
implementation of various restoration actions (by the City or other groups) on park lands. These
actions may include square feet of non-native vegetation removed, square feet of native
vegetation planted or maintained, reductions in chemical usage to maintain turf, or linear feet of
eroding shoreline stabilized through plantings. When available, the memo should include a
description of the success of actions accomplished in prior years. If staffing and funding are
limited, the Parks and Recreation Department should investigate partnerships with local
environmental groups, other state or county agencies, or tribes to implement projects and
conduct follow-up monitoring and reporting.
For projects implemented outside of park lands, the Planning Department is the most logical
reporting agency. Most of those projects would be implemented on private property in either a
critical area or its buffer, and are likely mitigation for a project that required a permit. Under the
Critical Areas Regulations, up to five years of monitoring is required for mitigation projects,
with annual monitoring reports to be submitted by the project applicant to the City. The City
should annually assemble a memo outlining projects implemented that year in the shoreline zone,
and attach monitoring reports submitted by the property owner. Restoration projects
implemented by private property owners are dependent on volunteers or on submittal of a land
use permit application. Accordingly, a timeline cannot reasonably be established.
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City-assembled annual memos (by both the Parks and Recreation and Community Development
Departments) should be submitted to Ecology. This background information will help the City
and Ecology identify regulatory and implementation needs that can be addressed during the
seven-year updates of the City’s Shoreline Master Program.

G. Restoration Priorities
While the implementation scheduling for ongoing and prospective projects and programs is
summarized in Table 1 in the previous section, the order of implementation may not, in all cases,
be the same as the order of importance or priority. This discrepancy comes about because
various obstacles get in the way of implementing projects in the exact order of their perceived
priority. For example, as is listed below, restoring side channel and floodplain connectivity on
and near the Cadman Site along Skykomish Segment A has a very high priority associated with
it, but in terms of feasibility of implementation, these improvements must wait until the
anticipated cessation of operations at the Cadman Site actually occur. Some projects, such as
those associated with streamside riparian planting, are relatively inexpensive and easy to permit
and so should be done in the short and intermediate term even though they may be perceived to
be of lower priority than, say, reconnecting oxbows back to the main river channel.
Straightforward projects for which funding is available should get under way for the worthwhile
benefits they provide and to preserve a sense of momentum while permitting, design, site access
authorization, and funding for the larger, more complicated, and more expensive projects are
under way.

1.

Priority 1 – Continue Water Resource Inventory Area
(WRIA) 7 Participation

Of basic importance is the continuation of ongoing, programmatic, basin-wide programs and
initiatives such as the WRIA 7, Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum process described in
Section 7(D)(1), above. This process provides an opportunity for the City to keep in touch with
its role on a basin-wide scale and to influence habitat conditions beyond its borders, which, in
turn, come back to influence water quality and quantity and habitat issues within the City.

2.

Priority 2 – Skykomish River and Woods Creek OffChannel, Side Channel and Floodplain Connectivity
Improvements

Floodplain habitats including off-channel and side channel habitats are typically described as the
most diminished types of salmonid fish habitat relative to the pristine condition, and are also
considered to be the most limiting. Projects in this category include the unfunded WRIA 7
projects listed in Section 7(E)(1): #108 Cadman secondary channel improvement, #109 Cadman
wall-based channel reconnection, #113 Buck Island side-channel enhancement, and #114 SR 2
oxbow reconnections. Also included as this project type and at this priority level are the
Cadman-vicinity floodplain projects of reestablishing functional connections between the
Skykomish River, the Cadman wetland complex, and the relic high flow channels, removing
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unnatural fish migration barriers in the process (items 1 and 2 under Section 7(E)(2)) and further
removal of unused railroad bridges and embankment fill from waterways and the floodplain
(items 12 and 14 under Section 7(E)(4)).

3.

Priority 3 – Specific Bank and Riparian Projects –
Trails, Revegetation, Bank and Soil Stabilization,
Stormwater

Projects in this category as listed in previous sections include the ongoing Buck Island
Floodplain Forest Enhancement Project (Section 7(D)(6)), Cadman-vicinity Skykomish River
buffer revegetation and park use management (items 3 and 5 under Section 7(E)(4)), general
stormwater, wetland, and habitat provisions (items 1-4 and 18-20 under Section 7(E)(4)),
Cadman turbidity improvements (item 5 under Section 7(E)(4)), topsoil placement in areas
disturbed by gravel mining (item 6 under Section 7(E)(4)), riverbank rip-rap reduction adjacent
to WDFW parking area (item 7 under Section 7(E)(4)), consolidation and reduction of fisherman
trails along the riverbank (item 8 under Section 7(E)(4)), soil supplementation and native
revegetation at the sewage outfall location (item 9 under Section 7(E)(4)), possible reductions in
chemical applications to lawn areas of Skykomish River Centennial Park (item 10 under Section
7(E)(4)), incorporate soils and native plantings into rip-rapped railroad embankments (item 13
under Section 7(E)(4)), and possible daylighting of a Woods Creek tributary section (item 17
under Section 7(E)(4)).

4.

Priority 4 – Public Education and Involvement

Projects in this category as listed in previous sections include incorporating environmental
education into park functions at the Cadman Site and cultivating participation from local
environmental organizations (items 4 and 6 under Section 7(E)(2)) and working with
homeowners along Woods Creek to reduce “hard” streambank armoring and enhance buffer
areas with native vegetation (items 15 and 16 under Section 7(E)(4)).

5.

Priority 5 – City Zoning, Regulatory, and Planning
Policies

City Zoning, Regulatory, and Planning Policies are listed as being of lower priority in this case
simply because they have been the subject of a thorough review and have recently been updated
accordingly. For the time being, it is considered more important to capitalize on this work by
focusing on implementing projects consistent with these updated policies. Unimplemented or
unused policies, by themselves, will not improve habitat. As time goes by, further review and
potential updating of these policies may increase in priority. Policy-related items in this category
as listed in previous sections include Comprehensive Plan Policies (Section 7(D)(3)), Critical
Areas Regulations (Section 7(D)(4)), Stormwater Planning (Section 7(D)(5)), and possibly
retaining as “parks/open space” some areas, especially along Woods Creek, designated as
“general commercial” on the Comprehensive Plan’s future land use map (item 17 under Section
7(E)(4)).
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H. City of Monroe Salmon Recovery
“Action Menu”
Adopted as Resolution 2005/005, 6 April 2005.
Projects:


French Creek – Current projects underway for habitat restoration and shading along French
Creek tributary east of Fryelands Boulevard and south of SR 2. The City of Monroe is
working in conjunction with the Monroe School District, Trout Unlimited, and other
organizations (unfunded – public/private partnership).



French Creek Restoration Project (Remlinger Farm) – Reconfigure Lake Tye, wetland
creation, channel alignment, riparian and floodplain forest restoration, pumping plant
reconfiguration, and barrier removal. Total Cost estimate $75,000,000 (private proposal:
World River Habitech, Terry Williams (Tulalip Tribes), Frank Braillard (Real Estate
Investment), Dave Remlinger (French Slough Flood Control), Terry Negri (Certified
Forester), Renette Villella (Farmer), and Dave Somers (Ecologist). [Since Council adopted
this action item in 2005, the project has been abandoned]



Storm drain stenciling and marking program (unfunded and a schedule has not been
established).



Fish ditch behind McDonalds/Chevron Station at the intersection of State Route 2 and
Fryelands Blvd – tree planting and removal of non-native vegetation (on-going volunteer
program through the Sky Valley School).



Al Borlin Park – reforest park with 2,000 cedars, spruce, hemlock and fir trees; suppress
invasive plants including Japanese knotweed; provide erosion control measures at the west
end of Buck Island including live tree pole cuttings, logs, native tree groupings, and planters.
The program includes monitoring for five years, and is a joint project between the StillySnohomish Fisheries Task Force and the City of Monroe. This project is underway and
partially funded by the City of Monroe: total project cost $37,247.57.



Park, Recreation & Open Space Element of the City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan
1. Purchase an additional 80 acres for conservation along major slopes, wetlands, and
Woods Creek and Skykomish River corridors (unfunded and there are no specific
locations identified).
2. Waterfront access – Haskell Slough (not within the City of Monroe jurisdiction’s and
unfunded, although it is identified in the 20-year Park Plan CFP, with a total budget of
$1,000,000)
3. Skykomish River Trail - multi-purpose trail between Tester Road and Al Borlin Park
(this project is identified in the Park Plan CFP to be funded between 2003-2008, with a
total budget of $597,480).
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4. Great Northern Railroad Bridge Trail – Multi-purpose trail constructed on the Great
Northern Railroad bridge extending from Al Borlin Park south across the Skykomish
River to connect with the Snoqualmie Valley Trail in King County (identified in the 20
year Park CFP with a total budget of $200,000 – currently unfunded). [Since Council
adopted this action item in 2005, the Great Northern Railroad bridge has been removed]
5. Centennial Trail – Multi-purpose trail through the City of Monroe with trailheads at SR522 and Al Borlin Park (unfunded).
6. Al Borlin boat launch – a non-motorized boat launch accessible from Simons Street (this
project is identified in the Park Plan CFP to be funded between 2003-2008, with a total
budget of $10,694).
Regulatory:


Critical Areas Regulations, using best available science and consistent with the requirements
of the Growth Management Act. Adopted by Ordinance #019/2003 on September 3, 2003.



Shoreline Inventory, accepted by the Washington State Department of Ecology in November
2002.



Shoreline Master Program – the City is currently in the process of updating the Shoreline
Master Program. This will include new shoreline designations and regulations for land
within the shoreline jurisdiction.



We currently require compliance with the “Storm Water Management Manual for Western
Washington,” Department of Ecology, August 2001.



The Public Works Department is in the process of adopting ESA compliant BMP and road
maintenance standards.



Improve stormwater management by developing ESA compliant Best Management Practices,
developing an ordinance for the disposal of pet waste, monthly water quality monitoring
beginning in April 2004 for fecal coliforms and dissolved oxygen, and develop prioritized
strategies for examining storm sewer system for illicit discharges (begin work in April 2004
– applying for a grant).

Educational Programs:


Mail out storm water brochures annually with utility bills, keep at City Hall, and keep on the
web page (develop in 2004).
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Chapter 8: Definitions
As used herein, the following words and phrases shall have the following meanings:
1.

“Act” means the Washington State Shoreline Management Act, chapter 90.58 RCW.

2.

“Adaptive management” means the modification of management practices to address
changing conditions and new knowledge. Adaptive management is an approach that
incorporates monitoring and research to allow projects and activities, including projects
designed to produce environmental benefits, to go forward in the face of some uncertainty
regarding consequences. The key provision of adaptive management is the responsibility
to change adaptively in response to new understanding or information after an action is
initiated.

3.

“Amendment” means a revision, update, addition, deletion, and/or reenactment to an
existing shoreline master program.

4.

“Approval” means an official action by a local government legislative body agreeing to
submit a proposed shoreline master program or amendments to the department for review
and official action; or an official action by the department to make a local government
shoreline master program effective, thereby incorporating the approved shoreline master
program or amendment into the state master program.

5.

“Aquatic” means pertaining to those areas waterward of the ordinary high-water mark.

6.

“Bank full width” means the horizontal projection of bank full depth to the stream bank.
Most river channels are bordered by a relatively flat area or valley floor.

7.

“Bulkhead” means a solid wall erected generally parallel to and near the OHWM for the
purposed of protecting adjacent uplands from waves or current action.

8.

“Channel migration zone (CMZ)” means the lateral extent of likely movement along a
stream reach with evidence of active stream channel movement over the past one hundred
years. Evidence of active movement can be provided from aerial photos or specific
channel and valley bottom characteristics. The CMZ shall include floodways and
wetlands, as defined under chapter 90.58 RCW, whether associated with either shorelines
of the state or shorelines of state-wide significance, as defined under chapter 90.58 RCW.
With the exception of shorelands in the “natural” and “rural conservancy” environments,
areas separated from the active channel by legally existing artificial channel constraints that
limit bank erosion and channel avulsion without hydraulic connections shall not be
considered within the CMZ. All areas, including areas within the “natural” and “rural
conservancy” environments, separated from the natural channel by legally existing
structures designed to withstand the 100-year flood shall not be considered within the
CMZ. A tributary stream or other hydraulic connection allowing federally proposed,
threatened or endangered species fish passage draining through a dike or other constricting
structure shall be considered part of the CMZ.

Chapter
8 –05/07/2019
Definitions
MCC Agenda
Page 123 of 196

102
Discussion Items
#1
AB19-102

9.

“Clearing” means the destruction or removal of vegetation ground cover, shrubs and trees
including, but not limited to root removal and/or topsoil removal.

10.

“Commercial development” means those uses that involve wholesale, retail, service, and
business trade. Examples include hotels, motels, grocery markets, shopping centers,
restaurants, shops, offices, and private or public indoor recreation facilities. Excluded from
this definition are boating, transportation, and industrial facilities.

11.

“Critical area” means those lands listed in Ordinance 022/2017 and codified in MMC 20.05

12.

“Department” means the state Department of Ecology.

13.

“Developed shorelines” means those shoreline areas that are characterized by existing
development or permanent structures located within shoreline jurisdiction.

14.

“Development” means any manmade alteration of unimproved real estate, including but not
limited to buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving,
excavation or drilling operations, storage of equipment and materials and subdivision of
land. It does not include dismantling or removing structure if there is no other associated
development or re-development.

15.

“Development regulations” means the controls placed on development or land uses by a
county or city, including, but not limited to, zoning ordinances, critical areas ordinances, all
portions of a shoreline master program other than goals and policies approved or adopted
under chapter 90.58 RCW, planned unit development ordinances, subdivision ordinances,
and binding site plan ordinances together with any amendments thereto.

16.

“Document of record” means the most current shoreline master program officially
approved or adopted by rule by the department for a given local government jurisdiction,
including any changes resulting from appeals filed pursuant to RCW 90.58.190.

17.

“Ecological functions” or “shoreline functions” means the physical, chemical, and
biological processes that contribute to the proper maintenance of the aquatic and terrestrial
environments that constitute the shoreline ecosystem. Ecological functions relevant to
specific shoreline ecological systems include, but are not limited to:
a. Riverine:


Hydrologic processes: Maintaining a natural range of flow variability, sideflow and
overflow channel functions, reducing peak flows and downstream erosion, and helping
to maintain base flows.



Water quality: Temperature; removing excessive nutrients and toxic compounds.



Dynamic sediment processes: Sediment removal, stabilization, transport, deposition,
and providing spawning gravels.



Habitat for: Proposed, threatened, endangered, and priority species (whatever they
may be in the jurisdiction); aquatic and shoreline-dependent birds, invertebrates, and
mammals; amphibians; and anadromous and resident native fish. Habitat functions
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may include, but are not limited to, shade, litter and woody debris recruitment, refugia,
and food production.


Hyporheic functions: Water quality, water storage, vegetation base, and sediment
storage.

b. Wetlands:


Flood attenuation.



Water quality: Removing excessive nutrients and toxic compounds.



Ground water recharge.



Maintenance of base flows.



Nutrient filtering.



Habitat for: Proposed, threatened, endangered, and priority species (whatever they
may be in the jurisdiction); aquatic and shoreline-dependent birds, invertebrates, and
mammals; amphibians; and anadromous and resident native fish. Habitat functions
may include, but are not limited to, shade, litter and woody debris recruitment, refugia,
and food production.

18.

“Exempt” developments are those set forth in WAC 173-27-040 and RCW 90.58.030
(3)(e), 90.58.045, 90.58.140(9), 90.58.147, 90.58.355, 90.58.370, 90.58.390, 90.58.515,
and 77.55.181(4) which are not required to obtain a Substantial Development Permit, but
which must otherwise comply with applicable provisions of the Act and this Master
Program. RCW 90.58 should be reviewed after each legislative session to identify possible
new exemptions.

19.

“Feasible” means, for the purpose of this master program, that an action, such as a
development project, mitigation, or preservation requirement, meets all of the following
conditions:
a. The action can be accomplished with technologies and methods that have been used in the
past, or studies or tests have demonstrated that such approaches are currently available and
likely to achieve the intended results;
b. The action provides a reasonable likelihood of achieving its intended purpose; and
c. The action does not physically preclude achieving the project’s primary intended use.
In cases where these guidelines require certain actions unless they are infeasible, the
burden of proving infeasibility is on the applicant.
In determining an action’s infeasibility, the reviewing agency may weigh the action’s
relative public costs and public benefits, considered in the short- and long-term time
frames.

20.

“Fill” means the addition of soil, sand, rock, gravel, sediment, earth retaining structure, or
other material to an area waterward of the OHWM, in wetlands, or on shorelands in a
manner that raises the elevation or creates dry land. Most fills destroy the existing natural
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character of a shoreline and can result in erosion and silting problems, impacts to habitat,
along with diminishing of the water surface area.
21.

“Flood plain” is synonymous with one hundred-year floodplain and means that land area
susceptible to inundation with a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any
given year. The limit of this area shall be based upon flood ordinance regulation maps or a
reasonable method which meets the objectives of the act.

22.

“Floodway” is the area that has been established in federal emergency management agency
flood insurance rate maps or floodway maps.

23.

“Geotechnical report” or “geotechnical analysis” means a scientific study or evaluation
conducted by a qualified expert that includes a description of the ground and surface
hydrology and geology, the affected land form and its susceptibility to mass wasting,
erosion, and other geologic hazards or processes, conclusions and recommendations
regarding the effect of the proposed development on geologic conditions, the adequacy of
the site to be developed, the impacts of the proposed development, alternative approaches
to the proposed development, and measures to mitigate potential site-specific and
cumulative impacts of the proposed development, including the potential adverse impacts
to adjacent and down-current properties. Geotechnical reports shall conform to accepted
technical standards and must be prepared by qualified engineers or geologists who are
knowledgeable about the regional and local shoreline geology and processes.

24.

“Grading” means the movement or redistribution of the soil, sand, rock, gravel, sediment,
or other material on a site in a manner that alters the natural contour of the land.

25.

“Guidelines” means those standards adopted by the department to implement the policy of
chapter 90.58 RCW for regulation of use of the shorelines of the state prior to adoption of
master programs. Such standards shall also provide criteria for local governments and the
department in developing and amending master programs.

26.

“Industrial developments and uses” means facilities for processing, manufacturing, and
storing of finished or semi-finished goods.

27.

“In-stream structure” means a structure placed by humans within a stream or river
waterward of the ordinary high water mark that either causes or has the potential to cause
water impoundment or the diversion, obstruction, or modification of water flow. In-stream
structures may include those for hydroelectric generation, irrigation, water supply, flood
control, transportation, utility service transmission, fish habitat enhancement, or other
purpose.

28.

“Letter of exemption” means a letter or other official certificate issued by a local
government to indicate that a proposed development is exempted from the requirement to
obtain a shoreline permit as provided in WAC 173-27-050 and RCW 90.58 as amended.
Letters of exemption may include conditions or other provisions placed on the proposal in
order to ensure consistency with the Shoreline Management Act and this Master Program.
The letter of exemption requirement is included in Chapter 19.01 of the Monroe Municipal
Code.
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29.

“Local government” means any county, incorporated city or town which contains within its
boundaries shorelines of the state subject to chapter 90.58 RCW.

30.

“May” means the action is acceptable, provided it conforms to the provisions of this master
program.

31.

“Mitigation” or “mitigation sequencing” means the process of avoiding, reducing, or
compensating for the environmental impact(s) of a proposal, including the following listed
in the order of sequence priority, with (a) of this subsection being top priority.
a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation by using appropriate technology or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or
reduce impacts;
c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations;
e. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or
environments; and
f. Monitoring the impact and the compensation projects and taking appropriate corrective
measures.

32.

“Mining” is the removal and primary processing of naturally occurring materials from the
earth for economic use. For purposes of this definition, “processing” includes washing,
screening, crushing, and stockpiling. Mining activities also include in-water dredging
activities related to mineral extraction. Processing does not include general manufacturing,
such as the manufacture of molded or cast concrete or asphalt products, asphalt mixing
operations, or concrete batching operations. (See “Industry”sections for general standards
relating to these uses, and “Mining” sections for standards applicable to potential continued
concrete batching operations at the existing Cadman Site.)

33.

“Must” means a mandate; the action is required.

34.

“Nonconforming development” or “nonconforming structure” means an existing structure
that was lawfully constructed at the time it was built but is no longer fully consistent with
present regulations such as setbacks, buffers or yards; area; bulk; height or density
standards due to subsequent changes to the master program.

35.

“Nonconforming lot” means a lot that met dimensional requirements of the applicable
master program at the time of its establishment but now contains less than the required
width, depth or area due to subsequent changes to the master program.

36.

"Nonconforming use" means an existing shoreline use that was lawfully established prior
to the effective date of the act or the applicable master program, but which does not
conform to present use regulations due to subsequent changes to the master program.
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37.

“Nonpoint pollution” means pollution that enters any waters of the state from any
dispersed land-based or water-based activities, including, but not limited to, atmospheric
deposition, surface water runoff from agricultural lands, urban areas, or forest lands,
subsurface or underground sources, or discharges from boats not otherwise regulated under
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program.

38.

“Non-water-oriented uses” means those uses that are not water-dependent, water-related, or
water-enjoyment.

39.

“Parking” is the temporary storage of automobiles or other motorized vehicles. Except as
noted the following provisions apply only to parking that is “accessory” to a permitted
shoreline use.

40.

“Priority habitat” means a habitat type with unique or significant value to one or more
species. An area classified and mapped as priority habitat must have one or more of the
following attributes:
 Comparatively high fish or wildlife density;
 Comparatively high fish or wildlife species diversity;
 Important fish or wildlife breeding habitat;
 Important fish or wildlife seasonal ranges;
 Important fish or wildlife movement corridors;
 Rearing and foraging habitat;
 Refugia habitat;
 Limited availability;
 High vulnerability to habitat alteration; or
 Unique or dependent species.

A priority habitat may be described by a unique vegetation type or by a dominant plant
species that is of primary importance to fish and wildlife. A priority habitat may also be
described by a successional stage (such as old growth and mature forests). Alternatively, a
priority habitat may consist of a specific habitat element (such as talus slopes, caves, snags)
of key value to fish and wildlife. A priority habitat may contain priority and/or nonpriority fish and wildlife.
41.

“Priority species” means species requiring protective measures and/or management
guidelines to ensure their persistence at genetically viable population levels. Priority
species are those that meet any of the criteria listed below.
a. Criterion 1. State-listed or state proposed species. State-listed species are those native
fish and wildlife species legally designated as endangered (WAC 232-12-014), threatened
(WAC 232-12-011), or sensitive (WAC 232-12-011). State proposed species are those
fish and wildlife species that will be reviewed by the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (POL-M-6001) for possible listing as endangered, threatened, or sensitive
according to the process and criteria defined in WAC 232-12-297.
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b. Criterion 2. Vulnerable aggregations. Vulnerable aggregations include those species or
groups of animals susceptible to significant population declines, within a specific area or
state-wide, by virtue of their inclination to congregate. Examples include heron colonies
and fish spawning and rearing areas.
c. Criterion 3. Species of recreational, commercial, and/or tribal importance. Native and
nonnative fish and wildlife species of recreational or commercial importance and
recognized species used for tribal ceremonial and subsistence purposes that are vulnerable
to habitat loss or degradation.
d. Criterion 4. Species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act as either proposed,
threatened, or endangered.
42.

“Proposed, threatened, and endangered species” or “PTE species” means those native
species that are proposed to be listed or are listed in rule by the Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife pursuant to RCW 77.12.020 as threatened (WAC 232-12-011) or
endangered (WAC 232-12-014), or that are proposed to be listed as threatened or
endangered or that are listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered
Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1533.

43.

“Provisions” means policies, regulations, standards, guideline criteria or designations.

44.

“Public access” is the physical ability of the general public to reach and touch the water’s
edge and/or the ability to have a view of the water and the shoreline from upland locations.
“Public access facilities” may include picnic areas, pathways and trails, floats and docks,
promenades, viewing towers, bridges, boat launches, and improved street ends.

45.

“Recreational development” includes facilities for passive recreational activities such as
hiking, photography, viewing, and fishing. It also includes facilities for active or more
intensive uses, such as parks, campgrounds, golf courses, and other outdoor recreation
areas.

46.

“Residential development” means one or more buildings, structures, lots, parcels or
portions thereof which are designed for and used or intended to be used to provide a place
of abode for human beings, including single-family residences, duplexes, other detached
dwellings, floating homes, multi-family residences, apartments, townhouses, mobile home
parks, other similar group housing, condominiums, subdivisions and short subdivisions,
together with accessory uses and structures normally applicable to residential uses
including but not limited to garages, sheds, tennis courts, swimming pools, parking areas,
fences, cabanas, saunas and guest cottages. Residential development does not include
hotels, motels or any other type of overnight or transient housing or camping facilities.

47.

“Restoration” or “ecological restoration” means the significant upgrading of ecological
shoreline functions through measures such as revegetation, removal of intrusive shoreline
structures and removal or treatment of toxic materials.

48.

“Restore” means to significantly upgrade shoreline ecological functions through measures
such as revegetation, removal of intrusive shoreline structures, and removal or treatment of
toxic sediments.
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49.

“Revetment” means a facing of stone, concrete, etc. built to protect a embankment or
shoreline structure against erosion by waves or currents.

50.

“Riparian corridors” include rivers, streams, associated wetlands in the floodplain, and
river deltas.

51.

“Riverine” means pertaining to a river system, including associated lakes and wetlands.

52.

“Shall” means a mandate; the action must be done.

53.

“Shoreline areas” and “shoreline jurisdiction” means all “shorelines of the state” and
“shorelands” as defined in RCW 90.58.030.

54.

“Shoreline modifications” means those actions that modify the physical configuration or
qualities of the shoreline area, usually through the construction of a physical element such
as a dike, breakwater, pier, weir, dredged basin, fill, bulkhead, or other shoreline structures.
They can include other actions, such as clearing, grading, or application of chemicals.

55.

“Shorelines of statewide significance” are shoreline areas designated by the Shoreline
Management Act of 1971 as important to the entire state. Within the City’s jurisdiction,
the Skykomish River is a shoreline of statewide significance. Because these shorelines are
major resources from which all people in the state derive benefit, this jurisdiction gives
preference to uses which favor long-range goals and support the overall public interest.

56.

“Shoreline property” means an individual property wholly or partially within shoreline
jurisdiction.

57.

“Shoreline stabilization” includes actions taken to address the impacts of erosion to
property, dwellings, or essential structures caused by natural processes, such as current,
flood, tide, wind, or wave action. These include structural and nonstructural methods.
Nonstructural methods include building setbacks, relocation of the structure to be
protected, groundwater management, planning, and regulatory measures to avoid the need
for structural stabilization.
“Hard” structural stabilization measures refer to those with solid, hard surfaces, such as
concrete bulkheads, while “soft” structural measures rely on softer materials, such as
biotechnical vegetation measures or beach enhancement.
As applied to shoreline stabilization measures, “replacement” means the construction of a
new structure to perform a shoreline stabilization function of an existing structure that can
no longer adequately serve its purpose.

58.

“Should” means that the particular action is required unless there is a demonstrated,
compelling reason, based on policy of the Shoreline Management Act and this master
program, against taking the action.
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59.

“Signs” are defined as devices of any material or medium, including structural component
parts, which are used or intended to be used to attract attention to the subject matter for
advertising, identification or informative purposes.

60.

“Significant ecological impact” means an effect or consequence of an action if any of the
following apply:
a. The action measurably or noticeably reduces or harms an ecological function or
ecosystem-wide process.
b. Scientific evidence or objective analysis indicates that the action could cause reduction or
harm to those ecological functions or ecosystem-wide processes described in (a) of this
subsection under foreseeable conditions.
c. Scientific evidence indicates that the action could contribute to a measurable or noticeable
reduction or harm to ecological functions or ecosystem-wide processes described in (a) of
this subsection as part of cumulative impacts, due to similar actions that are occurring or
are likely to occur.

61.

“Significant vegetation removal” means the removal or alteration of trees, shrubs, and/or
ground cover by clearing, grading, cutting, burning, chemical means, or other activity that
causes significant ecological impacts to functions provided by such vegetation. The
removal of invasive or noxious weeds does not constitute significant vegetation removal.
Tree pruning, not including tree topping, where it does not affect ecological functions, does
not constitute significant vegetation removal. In reviewing shoreline permits and letters of
exemption, the City will determine whether or not the development proposal would cause
significant vegetation removal. Unless the City determines otherwise, the following
actions constitute significant vegetation removal:
a. The removal of one or more healthy coniferous trees over 6” caliper.
b. The removal of vegetation along the shoreline edge that provides direct shade during
summer months on the shoreline.
c. The removal of vegetation that could potentially lead to bank instability, instability,
sedimentation into the water or soil erosion.
d. The removal of vegetation that provides significant habitat or food source for
Washington State Priority Species.

62.

“Solid waste disposal” means the discharge, deposit, injection, dumping, spilling, leaking,
or placing of any solid or hazardous waste on any land area or in the water.

63.

“State master program” means the cumulative total of all shoreline master programs and
amendments thereto approved or adopted by rule by the department.

64.

“Storm water” means that portion of precipitation that does not normally percolate into the
ground or evaporate but flows via overland flow, interflow, channels, or pipes into a
defined surface water channel or constructed infiltration facility.
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65.

“Substantial development” shall mean any development of which the total cost or fair
market value exceeds five thousand dollars, or any development which materially interferes
with the normal public use of the water or shorelines of the state. The dollar threshold
established in this subsection (3)(e) must be adjusted for inflation by the Office of
Financial Management every five yearsbased upon changes in the consumer price index
during that time period. “Consumer price index” means, for any calendar year, that year’s
annual average consumer price index, Seattle, Washington area, for urban wage earners and
clerical workers, all items, compiled by the bureau of labor and statistics, United States
Department of Labor. The Office of Financial Management must calculate the new dollar
threshold and transmit it to the Office of the Code Reviser for publication in the
Washington State Register at least one month before the new dollar threshold is to take
effect. The following shall not be considered substantial developments for the purpose of
this chapter:
a. Normal maintenance or repair of existing structures or developments, including damage
by accident, fire, or elements. “Normal maintenance” includes those usual acts to
prevent a decline, lapse, or cessation from a lawfully established condition. “Normal
repair” means to restore a development to a state comparable to its original condition,
including but not limited to its size, shape, configuration, location and external
appearance, within a reasonable period after decay or partial destruction, except where
repair causes substantial adverse effects to shoreline resource or environment.
Replacement of a structure or development may be authorized as repair where such
replacement is the common method of repair for the type of structure or development
and the replacement structure or development is comparable to the original structure or
development including but not limited to its size, shape, configuration, location and
external appearance and the replacement does not cause substantial adverse effects to
shoreline resources or environment;
b. Construction of the normal protective bulkhead common to single family residences. A
“normal protective” bulkhead includes those structural and nonstructural developments
installed at or near, and parallel to, the ordinary high water mark for the sole purpose of
protecting an existing single-family residence and appurtenant structures from loss or
damage by erosion. A normal protective bulkhead is not exempt if constructed for the
purpose of creating dry land. When a vertical or near vertical wall is being constructed
or reconstructed, not more than one cubic yard of fill per one foot of wall may be used
as backfill. When an existing bulkhead is being repaired by construction of a vertical
wall fronting the existing wall, it shall be constructed no further waterward of the
existing bulkhead than is necessary for construction of new footings. When a bulkhead
has deteriorated such that an ordinary high water mark has been established by the
presence and action of water landward of the bulkhead then the replacement bulkhead
must be located at or near the actual ordinary high water mark. Beach nourishment and
bioengineered erosion control projects may be considered a normal protective bulkhead
when any structural elements are consistent with the above requirements and when the
project has been approved by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife;
c. Emergency construction necessary to protect property from damage by the elements.
An “emergency” is an unanticipated and imminent threat to public health, safety, or the
environment which requires immediate action within a time too short to allow full
compliance with this chapter. Emergency construction does not include development
of new permanent protective structures where none previously existed. Where new

Chapter
8 –05/07/2019
Definitions
MCC Agenda
Page 132 of 196

111
Discussion Items
#1
AB19-102

d.

e.
f.

g.

h.

i.

protective structures are deemed by the administrator to be the appropriate means to
address the emergency situation, upon abatement of the emergency situation the new
structure shall be removed or any permit which would have been required, absent an
emergency, pursuant to chapter 90.58 RCW, chapter 173-27 WAC, or this Master
Program, obtained. All emergency construction shall be consistent with the policies of
chapter 90.58 RCW and this Master Program. As a general matter, flooding or other
seasonal events that can be anticipated and may occur, but that are not imminent, are
not an emergency;
Construction and practices normal or necessary for farming, irrigation, and ranching
activities, including agricultural service roads and utilities on shorelands, and the
construction and maintenance of irrigation structures including but not limited to head
gates, pumping facilities, and irrigation channels. A feedlot of any size, all processing
plants, other activities of a commercial nature, alteration of the contour of the
shorelands by leveling or filling other than that which results from normal cultivation,
shall not be considered normal or necessary farming or ranching activities. A feedlot
shall be an enclosure or facility used or capable of being used for feeding livestock hay,
grain, silage, or other livestock feed, but shall not include land for growing crops or
vegetation for livestock feeding and/or grazing, nor shall it include normal livestock
wintering operations;
Construction or modification of navigational aids such as channel markers and anchor
buoys;
Construction on shorelands by an owner, lessee, or contract purchaser of a singlefamily residence for his own use or for the use of his or her family, which residence
does not exceed a height of thirty-five feet above average grade level and which meets
all requirements of the City of Monroe, other than requirements imposed pursuant to
this chapter. “Single-family residence” means a detached dwelling designed for and
occupied by one family including those structures and developments within a
contiguous ownership which are a normal appurtenance. An “appurtenance” is
necessarily connected to the use and enjoyment of a single-family residence and is
located landward of the ordinary high water mark and the perimeter of a wetland. On a
statewide basis, normal appurtenances include a garage, deck, driveway, utilities,
fences, installation of a septic tank and drainfield, and grading which does not exceed
two hundred fifty cubic yards and which does not involve placement of fill in any
wetland or waterward of the ordinary high water mark. Construction authorized under
this exemption shall be located landward of the ordinary high water mark;
Construction of a dock, including a community dock, designed for pleasure craft only,
for the private noncommercial use of the owner, lessee, or contract purchaser of single
and multiple family residences. This exception applies the fair market value of the
dock does not exceed twenty thousand dollars, but if subsequent construction having a
fair market value exceeding two thousand five hundred dollars occurs within five years
of completion of the prior construction, the subsequent construction shall be considered
a substantial development for the purpose of this chapter;
Operation, maintenance, or construction of canals, waterways, drains, reservoirs, or
other facilities that now exist or are hereafter created or developed as a part of an
irrigation system for the primary purpose of making use of system waters, including
return flow and artificially stored ground water for the irrigation of lands;
The marking of property lines or corners on state owned lands, when such marking
does not significantly interfere with normal public use of the surface of the water;
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j. Operation and maintenance of any system of dikes, ditches, drains, or other facilities
existing on September 8, 1975, which were created, developed, or utilized primarily as
a part of an agricultural drainage or diking system;
k. Site exploration and investigation activities that are prerequisite to preparation of an
application for development authorization under this chapter, if:
i. The activity does not interfere with the normal public use of the surface waters;
The activity will have no significant adverse impact on the environment including,
but not limited to, fish, wildlife, fish or wildlife habitat, water quality, and aesthetic
values;
ii. The activity does not involve the installation of a structure, and upon completion of
the activity the vegetation and land configuration of the site are restored to
conditions existing before the activity;
iii. A private entity seeking development authorization under this section first posts a
performance bond or provides other evidence of financial responsibility to the local
jurisdiction to ensure that the site is restored to preexisting conditions; and
iv. The activity is not subject to the permit requirements of RCW 90.58.550;
l. The process of removing or controlling an aquatic noxious weed, as defined in RCW
17.26.020, through the use of an herbicide or other treatment methods applicable to
weed control that are recommended by a final environmental impact statement
published by the Department of Agriculture or the Department of Ecology jointly with
other state agencies under chapter 43.21C RCW.
m. Watershed restoration projects as defined herein. The City shall review the projects for
consistency with the Shoreline Master Program in an expeditious manner and shall
issue its decision along with any conditions within forty-five days of receiving all
materials necessary to review the request for exemption from the applicant. No fee
may be charged for accepting and processing requests for exemption for watershed
restoration projects as used in this section.
i. “Watershed restoration project” means a public or private project authorized by the
sponsor of a watershed restoration plan that implements the plan or a part of the
plan and consists of one or more of the following activities:
(A) A project that involves less than ten miles of stream reach, in which less than
twenty-five cubic yards of sand, gravel, or soil is removed, imported, disturbed
or discharged, and in which no existing vegetation is removed except as
minimally necessary to facilitate additional plantings;
(B) A project for the restoration of an eroded or unstable stream bank that employs
the principles of bioengineering, including limited use of rock as a stabilization
only at the toe of the bank, and with primary emphasis on using native
vegetation to control the erosive forces of flowing water; or
(C) A project primarily designed to improve fish and wildlife habitat, remove or
reduce impediments to migration of fish, or enhance the fishery resource
available for use by all of the citizens of the state, provided that any structure,
other than a bridge or culvert or instream habitat enhancement structure
associated with the project, is less than two hundred square feet in floor area
and is located above the ordinary high water mark of the stream.
ii. “Watershed restoration plan” means a plan, developed or sponsored by the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Department of Ecology, the
Department of Natural Resources, the Department of Transportation, a federally
recognized Indian tribe acting within and pursuant to its authority, a city, a county,
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or a conservation district that provides a general program and implementation
measures or actions for the preservation, restoration, re-creation, or enhancement of
the natural resources, character, and ecology of a stream, stream segment, drainage
area, or watershed for which agency and public review has been conducted pursuant
to chapter 43.21C RCW, the State Environmental Policy Act;
n. A public or private project that is designed to improve fish or wildlife habitat or fish
passage, when all of the following apply:
i. The project has been approved in writing by the Department of Fish and Wildlife;
ii. The project has received Hydraulic Project Approval by the Department of Fish and
Wildlife pursuant to chapter 77.55 RCW; and
iii. The local government has determined that the project is substantially consistent with
the local shoreline master program. The local government shall make such
determination in a timely manner and provide it by letter to the project proponent.
Fish habitat enhancement projects that conform to the provisions of RCW 77.55.181
are determined to be consistent with local shoreline master programs, as follows:
(A) In order to receive the permit review and approval process created in this
section, a fish habitat enhancement project must meet the following criteria:
(I) A fish habitat enhancement project must be a project to accomplish one
or more of the following tasks:
 Elimination of human-made fish passage barriers, including culvert
repair and replacement;
 Restoration of an eroded or unstable streambank employing the
principle of bioengineering, including limited use of rock as a
stabilization only at the toe of the bank, and with primary emphasis on
using native vegetation to control the erosive forces of flowing water;
or
 Placement of woody debris or other instream structures that benefit
naturally reproducing fish stocks.
The Department of Fish and Wildlife shall develop size or scale threshold
tests to determine if projects accomplishing any of these tasks should be
evaluated under the process created in this section or under other project
review and approval processes. A project proposal shall not be reviewed
under the process created in this section if the Department of Fish and
Wildlife determines that the scale of the project raises concerns regarding
public health and safety; and
(II) A fish habitat enhancement project must be approved in one of the
following ways:
 By the Department of Fish and Wildlife pursuant to chapter 77.95 or
77.100 RCW;
 By the sponsor of a watershed restoration plan as provided in chapter
89.08 RCW;
 By the Department of Ecology as a Department of Fish and Wildlifesponsored fish habitat enhancement or restoration project;
 Through the review and approval process for the Jobs for the
Environment program;
 Through the review and approval process for conservation districtsponsored projects, where the project complies with design standards
established by the Conservation Commission through interagency
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agreement with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the
Natural Resource Conservation Service;
 Through a formal grant program established by the legislature or the
Department of Fish and Wildlife for fish habitat enhancement or
restoration; and
 Through other formal review and approval processes established by
the legislature.
(B) Fish habitat enhancement projects meeting the criteria of (n)(iii)(A) of this
subsection are expected to result in beneficial impacts to the environment.
Decisions pertaining to fish habitat enhancement projects meeting the criteria
of (n)(iii)(A) of this subsection and being reviewed and approved according to
the provisions of this section are not subject to the requirements of RCW
43.21C.030 (2)(c).
(C) (I) A hydraulic project approval permit is required for projects that meet the
criteria of (n)(iii)(A) of this subsection and are being reviewed and
approved under this section. An applicant shall use a Joint Aquatic
Resource Permit Application form developed by the Office of Regulatory
Assistance to apply for approval under this chapter. On the same day, the
applicant shall provide copies of the completed application form to the
Department of Fish and Wildlife and to each appropriate local
government. The City shall accept the application as notice of the
proposed project. The Department of Fish and Wildlife shall provide a
fifteen-day comment period during which it will receive comments
regarding environmental impacts. Within forty-five days, the Department
of Fish and Wildlife shall either issue a permit, with or without
conditions, deny approval, or make a determination that the review and
approval process created by this section is not appropriate for the
proposed project. The Department of Fish and Wildlife shall base this
determination on identification during the comment period of adverse
impacts that cannot be mitigated by the conditioning of a permit. If the
Department of Fish and Wildlife determines that the review and approval
process created by this section is not appropriate for the proposed project,
the Department of Fish and Wildlife shall notify the applicant and the
City of its determination. The applicant may reapply for approval of the
project under other review and approval processes.
(II) Any person aggrieved by the approval, denial, conditioning, or
modification of a permit under this section may formally appeal the
decision to the hydraulic appeals board pursuant to the provisions of this
chapter.
(D) The City may not require permits or charge fees for fish habitat enhancement
projects that meet the criteria of (n)(iii)(A) of this subsection and that are
reviewed and approved according to the provisions of this section.
66.

“Substantially degrade” means to cause damage or harm to an area’s ecological functions.
An action is considered to substantially degrade the environment if:
a. The damaged ecological function or functions significantly affect other related functions
or the viability of the larger ecosystem; or
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b. The degrading action may cause damage or harm to shoreline ecological functions under
foreseeable conditions; or
c. Scientific evidence indicates that the action may contribute to damage or harm to
ecological functions as part of cumulative impacts.
67.

“Transportation facilities” are those structures and developments that aid in land and water
surface movement of people, goods, and services. They include roads and highways,
bridges and causeways, bikeways, trails, railroad facilities, airports, heliports, and other
related facilities.

68.

“Utilities” are services and facilities that produce, transmit, carry, store, process, or dispose
of electric power, gas, water, sewage, communications, oil, and the like. “Accessory
utilities” are those on-site utility features such as power, telephone, cable, water and sewer
lines, including stormwater systems, that are accessory to a primary shoreline use.

69.

“Water-dependent use” means a use or portion of a use which cannot exist in a location
that is not adjacent to the water but is dependent on the water by reason of the intrinsic
nature of its operations. Examples of water-dependent uses include fishing, barge loading
facilities, ship building and dry docking, marinas, aquaculture, float plane facilities, surface
water intake, and sewer outfalls.

70.

“Water-enjoyment use” means a recreational use or other use that facilitates public access
to the shoreline as a primary characteristic of the use; or a use that provides for recreational
use or aesthetic enjoyment of the shoreline for a substantial number of people as a general
characteristic of the use and which through location, design, and operation ensures the
public’s ability to enjoy the physical and aesthetic qualities of the shoreline. In order to
qualify as a water-enjoyment use, the use must be open to the general public and the
shoreline-oriented space within the project must be devoted to the specific aspects of the
use that fosters shoreline enjoyment. Primary water-enjoyment uses may include, but are
not limited to:


Parks with activities enhanced by proximity to the water;



Piers and other improvements that facilitate public access to shorelines of the state;



Restaurants with water views and public access improvements;



Museums with an orientation to shoreline topics;



Aquariums;



Scientific/ecological reserves;



Resorts with uses open to the public and public access to the shoreline; and any
combination of those uses listed above.

71.

“Water-oriented use” means a use that is water-dependent, water-related, or waterenjoyment, or a combination of such uses.

72.

“Water quality” means the physical characteristics of water within shoreline jurisdiction,
including water quantity, hydrological, physical, chemical, aesthetic, recreation-related,
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and biological characteristics. Where used in this master program, the term “water
quantity” refers only to development and uses regulated under this master program and
affecting water quantity, such as impermeable surfaces and storm water handling practices.
Water quantity, for purposes of this master program, does not mean the withdrawal of
ground water or diversion of surface water pursuant to RCW 90.03.250 through 90.03.340.
73.

“Water-related use” means a use or portion of a use which is not intrinsically dependent on
a waterfront location but whose economic viability is dependent upon a waterfront location
because:
a. The use has a functional requirement for a waterfront location such as the arrival or
shipment of materials by water or the need for large quantities of water; or
b. The use provides a necessary service supportive of the water-dependent uses and the
proximity of the use to its customers makes its services less expensive and/or more
convenient.
Water-related uses include manufacturing of ship parts large enough that transportation
becomes a significant factor in the product’s cost, professional services serving primarily
water-dependent uses, and storage of water-transported foods. Other examples of waterrelated uses include the warehousing of goods transported by water, seafood processing
plants, hydroelectric generating plants, gravel storage when transported by barge, oil
refineries where transport is by tanker, and upland log storage for water-borne
transportation.
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[ALL SECTIONS DELETED – PER NEW INTEGRATION BY REFERENCE APPROACH]

APPENDIX A

FINAL SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM INVENTORY FOR THE
CITY OF MONROE’S SHORELINES: SKYKOMISH RIVER AND
WOODS CREEK

Appendix
– Shoreline Inventory: Woods Creek and Skykomish River
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APPENDIX B

SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM INVENTORY ADDENDUM:
TYE STORMWATER FACILITY

Appendix
– Shoreline Inventory Addendum: Tye Stormwater Facility
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APPENDIX C

SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AMMENDMENT HISTORY

Appendix
– Shoreline Inventory Addendum: Tye Stormwater Facility
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Amendment History
1975 Shoreline Master Program
The City of Monroe adopted its first Shoreline Master Program (SMP), prepared by Snohomish
County (County), on May 28, 1975. The County prepared the SMP for the unincorporated areas
of Snohomish County as well as the municipalities of Arlington, Brier, Gold Bar, Granite Falls,
Index, Lake Stevens, Monroe, Mountlake Terrace, Sultan, and Woodway.
Snohomish County had extensive public involvement for the development of the SMP. The
County made a concerted effort to implement the approach for citizen participation as outlined in
the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-16-040(1) (Final Guidelines). The County
Board of Commissioners established a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) that served as the
primary vehicle for gathering public input during the planning process. The CAC was composed
of 50 citizens, of which 36 were “citizens at large.”
In addition to gathering information, the CAC was also responsible for formulating the draft
SMP, including the submission of findings and recommendations to the Snohomish County
Planning Commission.
The County also established a Technical Advisory Panel (TAP) to advise the CAC. The TAP
consisted of representatives of various public and private agencies having the information and
expertise related to shoreline management problems and use activities.
Snohomish County worked on their master program between 1973 and 1974, with final adoption
by the Snohomish County Board of County Commissioners on September 25, 1974. Their
process included the citizen committee, field trips, four public hearings before the Snohomish
County Planning Commission, and three public hearings before the County Board of County
Commissioners before the final adoption.
1981 Shoreline Master Program Amendments
Between 1980 and 1981, City staff worked with the Planning Commission and City Council to
make the City of Monroe SMP more consistent with the actual zoning within the City and the
Comprehensive Plan land use designations. The revisions included three changes to the
shoreline designations and various text amendments to elements, goals, and policies.
The map amendments were as follows: the western boundary of the City along the southern
boundary of State Route 2 from Rural to Urban, Woods Creek south of State Route 2 from Rural
to Conservancy, and Woods Creek north of State Route 2 from Rural to Urban. Text
amendments were made to three sections of the SMP: Master Program Elements, Shoreline
Planning Elements, and Shoreline Use Activities.
The Planning Commission reviewed these amendments at six public meetings, including one
public hearing prior to forwarding a recommendation to the City Council. The City Council held
an additional workshop before a public hearing to consider the amendments. The City Council
adopted the final revision on October 14, 1981.
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1982 Shoreline Master Program Amendments
In 1982 the City of Monroe further revised the 1980 amendments to reflect the recommendations
made by the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE). The additional amendments
affected the 100-year floodplain boundary and two of the shoreline designations. The DOE
requested that the City’s 100-year floodplain be consistent with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers study results.
The DOE also requested the northern Woods Creek shoreline designation be removed because
the area was outside the City’s jurisdiction and that the southern portion of Woods Creek
shoreline designation remain Rural, with an allowance for the lumber mill as a non-conforming
use. The City Council adopted the subject amendments on October 27, 1982.
1989/1990 Shoreline Master Program Amendments
In 1989 the City considered two separate amendments to the Shoreline Master Program. The
first amendment changed the shoreline designation for nine (9) lots along Terrace Street from
Rural to Suburban. This change was made to better reflect the actual use of land within the
shoreline jurisdiction. The City Council took final action on this amendment on July 26, 1989.
The second set of amendments included changes to various shoreline designations along Woods
Creek, a revision to the shoreline boundary along the western corporate boundary of the City,
and a revision to the wetland definition. The shoreline boundary and definition changes were
made for compliance with changes in state law.
The Woods Creek amendments focused on the west bank of the creek. The 1975 Shoreline
Master Program designated the entire area around Woods Creek as “Conservancy,” which did
not reflect the actual land uses along the west bank and outside of the 100-year floodplain. The
proposed amendments recommended the designations along the west bank of Woods Creek,
north of Ferry Street be changed from Conservancy to Urban, and the area south of Ferry Street
was recommended to change from Conservancy to Suburban. The “Urban” designation allowed
for commercial and industrial activities, and the “Suburban” designation allowed for residential
uses.
In 1985 the State modified the language of the Shoreline Management Act to allow local
jurisdictions to reduce the area of influence the Act has authority over. The City considered
amendments removing the property in the northwest corner of the City, in the area currently
known as the Fryelands Industrial Park and Monroe Valley Industrial Park. This amendment
was proposed since the subject area did not flood frequently and was not generally associated
with the shoreline of the Skykomish River. It was additionally argued that there were already
several layers of permitting that protected development in the subject area, including a floodplain
permit, the State Environmental Policy Act, and forthcoming sensitive areas regulations.
The Planning Commission reviewed these changes between February and May 1989, and held
one public hearing on May 15, 1989. The City Council reviewed these amendments between
April 1989 and January 1990. The Council took final action to approve the above amendments
on January 10, 1990.
1998 Comprehensive Plan – Shoreline Element
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Between 1997 and 1998, the City of Monroe worked on significant amendments to the 1994 City
of Monroe Comprehensive Plan. The amendments included the establishment of a Shoreline
Element, in compliance with Washington State House Bill 1724 (Regulatory Reform Act). The
Regulatory Reform Act, passed in 1995, was adopted to improve government efficiency and
required cities to incorporate their SMP into their comprehensive plans, as an element.
The Shoreline Element of the City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan includes the goal and policy
statements of the SMP, a description of the applicable shoreline environments, a description of
shoreline use activities, and a brief discussion on shorelines of statewide significance. This
element was not sent to the DOE for review since the existing SMP remained in place and was
not amended.
The Monroe Planning Commission reviewed the proposed Shoreline Element between August
and September 1997. After holding a public hearing, the Planning Commission forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council to approve the proposed element. The City Council
reviewed the proposed element and the Planning Commission’s recommendation in January and
February 1998. The City Council took final action to adopt the proposed element on February
11, 1998.
2002-2008 Shoreline Master Program Update
In November 2000, DOE adopted new Shoreline Master Program Guidelines. This was the first
time the State had significantly updated the guidelines since their original adoption in 1971. The
new guidelines incorporated the “best available science” criteria into the recommended policy
and regulatory framework. The new guidelines also provided jurisdictions with the opportunity
to pursue one of two “paths.” One path (Path A) required a general level of shoreline inventory
information, and similar general policies and regulations. The second path (Path B) required
jurisdictions to provide a more detailed inventory of shoreline conditions, as well as more
specific policy and regulatory language addressing protection and restoration of the shoreline.
The two-path option was intended to offer jurisdictions, through adoption of a “Path B”
Shoreline Master Program, the opportunity to seek protection from “takings” allegations
resulting from recent listings under the Endangered Species Act.
The City of Monroe opted to pursue the higher level of legal protection offered under the Path B
option and began an update of its 1975 Shoreline Master Program, as revised between 1979 and
1999. The City began with a shoreline inventory to collect scientific data on the existing
conditions of the shoreline within the City of Monroe and the associated Urban Growth Areas
(UGA).
The City applied for and received a grant from the Washington State DOE to complete a
shoreline inventory in June 2001 (Appendix B). While the inventory was being compiled, the
State’s guidelines were appealed by various parties, and in August 2001, the Shorelines Hearings
Board invalidated Parts III and IV of the new Shoreline Master Program guidelines, leaving only
Parts I and II (procedural rules for Shoreline Master Program amendments). Because the City
had already entered into an agreement with DOE, the City continued its work on the shoreline
inventory, eventually completing it in November 2002.
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Although new shoreline guidelines were not in place for the City to follow, the City of Monroe
applied for and was awarded a second grant by the DOE to update the Shoreline Master Program
(SMP) and shoreline regulations in June 2002. The City had already completed the inventory
and intended on establishing a new master program that would provide some protection against a
Takings claim under Endangered Species Act. During the same time the City was considering
proceeding with the SMP update, there was discussion at the state level that the various groups
who appealed the shoreline guidelines were willing to negotiate a settlement. In the summer of
2003, DOE issued new draft shoreline management guidelines for review. The new guidelines
provide additional clarity for local governments and businesses and are simpler, by eliminating
the two-path approach, than the 2000 version of the guidelines and they provide for private
property protections. DOE adopted this new rule in December 2003.
The City began its review efforts in December 2002, by presenting the City of Monroe Planning
Commission with a copy of the existing Shoreline Element of the City of Monroe
Comprehensive Plan and Title 19 (Shoreline Management) of the Monroe Municipal Code.
Between December 2002 and April 2007, the Planning Commission has held numerous public
workshops to review proposed shoreline designations and a Shoreline Master Program template.
The City notified residents and property owners within the shoreline jurisdiction of the Shoreline
Master Program update process and invited them to attend Planning Commission meetings and
provide comment. In addition to the affected property owners, the City also notified parties of
interest including the Tulalip Tribes of Washington, 1000 Friends of Washington, the Pilchuck
Audubon Society, and The Stilly- Snohomish Fisheries Enhancement Task Force of the
Shoreline Master Program update process. A public hearing before the Monroe Planning
Commission on the Draft Shoreline Master Program was held on January 22, 2007, and
continued to April 9, 2007. On May 14, 2007, the Planning Commission made its final
recommendation to City Council to adopt the updated Shoreline Master Program. City Council
held its first study session on the draft SMP on June 12, 2007. In June 2007, DOE determined
that the Tye Stormwater Facility (TSF) must be regulated as a shoreline of the state.
Accordingly, staff prepared additional analysis of TSF (Appendix C), noticed the newly affected
property owners, and held a combined public hearing/Planning Commission meeting on August
13, 2007. The revised draft SMP was then returned to City Council for additional consideration
at an August 28, 2007 study session and a final public hearing. City Council adopted the SMP
on October 23, 2007.
City staff sent the Draft Plan to the State Office of Community, Trade and Economic
Development (CTED) and other state agencies on May 16, 2006, for the required 60-day review
period. In a letter dated May 18, 2006, CTED indicated that it had received the document and
requested that the final document be sent to CTED following adoption. The staff also sent the
document to the DOE for their review and approval.
In March 2008 the Department of Ecology held a public hearing on the draft document in
Monroe. Testimony in support of the document was provided by Robin Hansen, representing
Cadman Inc. Ecology also received three letters of comment: one each from the Snohomish
County Department of Public Works, Cadman, Inc. and Welcome Four. Responses to the letters
of comment were provided by the City of Monroe to Ecology. The Washington Office of the
Attorney General also reviewed the revised draft on behalf of Ecology. Further revisions to the
shoreline designations map were made to reflect local information concerning the precise
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boundary of the 100-year floodplain and to remove from shoreline jurisdiction those parcels that
are already fully developed within the floodplain, but are otherwise not required to be regulated
under the SMA. Contingent on incorporation of minor required edits, the Department of
Ecology approved the SMP on July 28, 2008. These changes and minor editorial revisions were
finalized on August 13, 2008.
The 2008 Shoreline Master Program reflected a comprehensive update, and included the
following sections:
Chapter 1 – Introduction
Chapter 2 – Environment Designation Provisions
Chapter 3 – General Provisions
Chapter 4 – Shoreline Modification Provisions
Chapter 5 – Shoreline Use Provisions
Chapter 6 – Administration Provisions
Chapter 7 – Shoreline Restoration Plan
Chapter 8 - Definitions
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ATTACHMENT 4
City of Monroe
2018 Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Periodic Update
Recommended Updates Matrix PARTIAL DRAFT

Existing SMP
Provision
NBMC Section

Recommendation
for Update

Suggested Change

Reason for Suggested Change

Direction from City

Code Update Tracking

Global SMP Revisions

Chapter 1: Introduction
Chapter 1: Global
revision

☒
☒
☐

Chapter 1

☐
☒

Chapter 1

Remove – redundant Added a new section titled “B. Title” to improve clarity of common terms used
or unnecessary
in document.
Revise for clarity and
consistency

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant Added a new section titled “C. Applicability” to clarify there is compliance with
or unnecessary
RCW 90.58
Revise for clarity and
consistency

☒

Chapter 1

Remove – redundant Removed and revised sections within chapter to eliminate redundancy and
or unnecessary
improve clarity for the City and applicants.
Revise for clarity and
Removed all “Ammendment History” content – suggest placing this in a new
consistency
“Appendix D” if the City desires to keep.
Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant Added a new section titled “E. Document Organization” to improve consistency
or unnecessary
with remainder of program.
Revise for clarity and
consistency

☒
☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

Chapter 2: Environment Designation Provisions
Section B: Global
Revision
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☒
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City of Monroe – SMP Periodic Update – Recommended Updates Matrix PARTIAL DRAFT
Existing SMP
Provision
NBMC Section

B.4 “Urban
Conservancy”
Environment

B.5 “Urban
Conservancy – Mining”
Environment

Recommendation
for Update

Suggested Change

Reason for Suggested Change

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant Update designation to include Cadman Site area because it is under current
or unnecessary
City ownership and is planned for park use under the Parks Master Plan
Revise for
clarity/consistency with
other code sections

☒

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant Remove section since the Cadman Site area is under current City ownership
or unnecessary
and is planned for park use under the Parks Master Plan.
Revise for
clarity/consistency with
other code sections

☒

☐

Direction from City

Code Update Tracking

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

Chapter 3: General Provisions
Chapter 3 – Global
revision

☐
☒

Remove – redundant Consider moving ‘Regulations’ section for each use/activity section to City
or unnecessary
code, such that the SMP Regulations are codified along with other City
development standards.
Revise for clarity

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant [ADDITIONAL REVISIONS AND SUGGESTIONS WILL FOLLOW INITIAL
or unnecessary
CITY REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY / PARTIAL DRAFT EDITS]
Revise for clarity

☐
☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

Chapter 4: Shoreline Modification Provisions
☐
☐
☐

Remove – redundant [REVISIONS WILL FOLLOW INITIAL CITY REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY /
or unnecessary
PARTIAL DRAFT EDITS]
Revise for clarity or
consistency
Revise – updated
state law or guidance

Chapter 5: Shoreline Use Provisions
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City of Monroe – SMP Periodic Update – Recommended Updates Matrix PARTIAL DRAFT
Existing SMP
Provision
NBMC Section
B.1 Commercial
Development Applicability

B.2 Commercial
Development -Policies

Recommendation
for Update
☒
☐

Suggested Change

Reason for Suggested Change

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☒

Remove – redundant Remove and revise text that is redundant with previous sections.
or unnecessary
B.2.3: Revise to include no net loss of shoreline ecological functions from
Revise for clarity or
commercial development
consistency
B.2.6, B.2.7: Remove text for redundancy
Revise – updated

☐

Code Update Tracking

Remove – redundant Consider removing section and adding definition for “commercial development”
or unnecessary
within Chapter 8 (Definitions) to improve redundancy of section and improve its
organization.
Revise for clarity or
consistency

☐

☒

Direction from City

state law or guidance
B.3 Commercial
Development Regulations

☒
☒
☐

Remove – redundant B.3.2: Clarify that development is also permitted depending on underlying
or unnecessary
zoning
Revise for clarity or
B.3.3: Revise to include no net loss of shoreline ecological functions
consistency
B.3.3, B.3.4, B.3.5: Remove text for redundancy
Revise – updated
state law or guidance

C.1 Industry Applicability

☒
☒

C.2 Industry – Policies

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☒

Remove – redundant C.2.1: Remove for redundancy
or unnecessary
C.2.3: Revise for redundancy and clarify there will no net loss of shoreline
Revise for clarity or
ecological functions.
consistency

☒

C.3 Industry Regulations

Remove – redundant Consider removing section and adding definition for “industry” within Chapter 8
or unnecessary
(Definitions) to improve redundancy of section and improve its organization.
Also, move allowance for industrial development within High Intensity and Tye
Revise for clarity or
Stormwater facility environments into Policies section.
consistency

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☒

Remove – redundant C.3.1: Revise for redundancy and improve readability.
or unnecessary
C.3.2, C.3.4, C.3.7: Remove for redundancy; impervious surface requirements
Revise for clarity or
are already covered by MMC 18.20.220
consistency
C.3.3: Revise for clarity and state there will be no net loss of shoreline
Revise – updated
state law or guidance ecological functions.

☒
☐

C.3.5: Remove regulation, redundant with C.3.1

Chapter 6: Administrative Provisions
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City of Monroe – SMP Periodic Update – Recommended Updates Matrix PARTIAL DRAFT
Existing SMP
Provision
NBMC Section

Recommendation
for Update
☐

Remove – redundant
or unnecessary

☐

Revise for clarity or
consistency

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

Suggested Change

Reason for Suggested Change

Direction from City

Code Update Tracking

Chapter 7: Shoreline Restoration Plan
☐

Remove – redundant
or unnecessary

☐

Revise for clarity or
consistency

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

Chapter 8: Definitions
☐

Remove – redundant Add definition for “floodway”
or unnecessary

☒

Revise for clarity or
consistency

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant Add definition for “development” consistent with Ecology’s recommended
or unnecessary
language.
Revise for clarity

☐
☒

Revise – updated
state law or guidance

☐

Remove – redundant Revise definition of “Substantial Development” to reflect the cost threshold to
or unnecessary
new inflation adjusted amount of $7,047 per RCW 90.58.030.
Revise for clarity

☐
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☒
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☐
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or unnecessary

☐

Revise for clarity

☐

Revise – updated
state law or guidance
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ATTACHMENT 5

1
CHAPTER 22.82
2
SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAMMANAGEMENT
3
4 Sections:
5
22.82.010
Shoreline Master Program Adopted.
6
22.82.020
Shoreline Environment Designations.
7
22.82.030
Compliance Required.
8
22.82.040
Permitted Uses.
9
22.82.050
Nonconforming Uses.
10
22.82.060
Exemptions.
11
22.82.070
Permit – Fees.
12
22.82.080
Application – Form.
13
22.82.090
Review Process.
14
22.82.100
Notice and Hearing Requirements.
15
22.82.110
Review Process and Criteria for Substantial Development Permits.
16
22.82.120
Conditional Uses and Variances.
17
22.82.130
Appeals.
18
22.82.140
Commencement of Construction – Time Lapse.
19
22.82.150
Time Requirements of Permit.
20
22.82.160
Revisions to Permit.
21
22.82.170
Zoning Administrator’s Authority.
22
22.82.180
Revocation of Permit.
23
22.82.190
Violation – Penalties.
24
25
26
22.82.010
Shoreline Master Program Adopted.
27
The City of Monroe Shoreline Master Program, dated August 2008 and amended through required periodic
28
review in XXX 2019, or as further amended, and attached to the ordinance codified in this chapter as Exhibit
29
A and incorporated by this reference as if set forth in full, is hereby adopted as the Shoreline Master
30
Program for the City of Monroe as required by Chapter 90.58 RCW. The City of Monroe Shoreline Master
31
Program shall hereafter be referred to as the Monroe SMP within this Chapter.
32
33
22.82.020
Shoreline Environment Designations.
34
The city’s shorelines shall be divided into seven environment designations as shown on the shoreline
35
environment map (Figure 1, Monroe SMP), or as amended. These environment designations include:
36
37
A. Aquatic (A), assigned to shoreline areas waterward of the ordinary high water mark.
38
39
B. High Intensity (HI), assigned to shoreline areas within the City that currently support high-intensity uses
40
related to commerce, transportation or navigation; or are suitable and planned for high-intensity water41
oriented uses.
42
43
C. Natural (N), assigned to shoreline areas that are ecologically intact; of particular scientific and
44
educational interest; unable to support new development or uses without significant ecological imapcts or
45
risk to human safety; important for conservation and recover of priority species; provides habitat for Federal
46
or State ESA listed species; and/or has unique recreational or scenic value that would be degraded by
47
human development.
48
49
D. Shoreline Residential (SR), assigned to shoreline areas that are predominantly single-family or
50
multifamily residential development or are planned and platted for residential development.
51
52
E. Tye Stormwater Facility (TSF), assigned to shoreline areas if they are human-made stormwater
53
detention facilities with existing or planned recreational and/or public access opportunities.
54
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F. Urban Conservancy (UC), assigned to shoreline areas appropriate and planned for development that is
compatible with maintaining or restoring the ecological functions of the area, that are not generally suitable
for water-dependent uses.
The purpose, designation criteria, and management policies for the individual shoreline environment
designations are described in Chapter 2 of the Monroe SMP.
22.82.030
Compliance Required.
No developments or uses shall be undertaken on the shorelines of the city of Monroe except those that are
consistent with the policies of this chapter and, after adoption or approval, as appropriate, the applicable
guidelines, regulations, or the Monroe SMP. No substantial development or use shall be undertaken on the
shorelines of the city of Monroe without first obtaining a permit from the city. No exempt development
activities or use as defined in MMC 22.82.060 shall be undertaken without first acquiring a letter of
exemption from the zoning administrator or his/her designee. When development is proposed consistent
with the limited exceptions in WAC 173-27-044, such development shall not require review or permit
approval under this chapter and the Monroe SMP. Nothing in this chapter shall authorize the issuance of a
permit contrary to the laws of Washington State.
22.82.040

Permitted Uses and Permitted Modifications.

A. The following matrix indicates the allowable uses and shoreline modifications and criteria conditioning
use and modification allowances.
B. The Monroe SMP sets forth all standards for permitted uses.
1. For ease of implementing shoreline management standards, this Chapter codifies this allowable use
and shoreline modification matrix.
2. Where there is a conflict between the chart and the written provisions in Chapters 3, 4, or 5 of the
Monroe SMP, the written provisions shall apply.
3. For any development proposal, the applicant and City shall consider and implement the applicable
shoreline modification (Chapter 4) and shoreline use (Chapter 5) standards of the Monroe SMP.
C. Any use, development or substantial development not listed below shall require a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP), unless otherwise classified by the Monroe SMP.

X
=
Prohibited; the use is
not eligible for a Variance or
Conditional Use Permit
N/A
=
Not applicable
SHORELINE USE
Agriculture
Aquaculture
Boating facilities (see notes and
SMP Chapter 5, Section F)

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

C6

X

P9

P

DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
Shoreline Management (Public Hearing Draft)

MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
Page 155 of 196

High Intensity

C
=
May be permitted as a
conditional use only

Aquatic 1

May be permitted
Shoreline Residential

=

Urban Conservancy

P

Tye Stormwater Facility

The matrix is coded according to the
following legend.

Natural

55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
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N/A
=
Not applicable
Commercial:
Water-dependent
Water-related, water-enjoyment
Non-water-oriented
Flood hazard management
Forest practices7
In-stream structures
Industrial:
Water-dependent
Water-related, water-enjoyment
Non-water-oriented
Mining
Parking (accessory)
Parking (primary, including paid)
Recreation:
Water-dependent
Water-related, water-enjoyment
Non-water-oriented
Single-family residential
Multifamily residential
Land division (See Section 6.B.7.)
Signs:
On premises
Off premises
Public, highway
Solid waste disposal

Natural

X
=
Prohibited; the use is
not eligible for a Variance or
Conditional Use Permit

High Intensity

C
=
May be permitted as a
conditional use only

Aquatic 1

May be permitted
Shoreline Residential

=

Urban Conservancy

P

Tye Stormwater Facility

The matrix is coded according to the
following legend.

X
X
X
C4
X
X

P
P
C
P
P
C

C
C
X
P
P
C

X
X
X
P
P
C

P
P
P
P
P
C

X
X
X
X
X
C

X
X
X
X
X
X

P
P
C5
X
P
X

X
X
X
X
P
X

X
X
X
X
P
X

X
X
P
X
P
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

C
C
X
X
X
X

P
P
C
X
P
P

P
P
C2
X
X
X

P
P
C
P
P
P

P
P
P
X
X
P

C
C
X
X
X
X

X
X
P
X

P
X
P
X

X
X
P
X

X
X
X
X

P
P
P
X

X
X
X
X

89
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90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109

X
X
X
X

P
P3
P3
P3

P
C3
C3
C3

P
C3
P3
P3

P
P
P
P

C4
C4
X
X
X
X
X
P
X
X

P
P
C4
C4
X
X
X
P
X
X

P4
P4
C4
C4
X
X
X
P
X
X

P
P
C4
C4
X
X
X
P
X
X

P
P
C
C
X
P
P10
P
P
X11

Aquatic 1

N/A
=
Not applicable
Transportation:
Water-dependent
Non-water-oriented
Roads, railroads
Utilities (primary)
SHORELINE MODIFICATIONS
Shoreline stabilization:
Beach restoration/enhancement
Bioengineering
Revetments
Bulkheads
Breakwaters/jetties/rock weirs/groins
Dikes, levees
Dredging
Hazardous waste cleanup8
Fill
Piers, docks

Natural

X
=
Prohibited; the use is
not eligible for a Variance or
Conditional Use Permit

High Intensity

C
=
May be permitted as a
conditional use only

C
C
C
C

See adjacent upland
environment

May be permitted
Shoreline Residential

=

Urban Conservancy

P

Tye Stormwater Facility

The chart is coded according to the
following legend.

D. Notes and specific criteria for shoreline use and modification matrix:
1. The use or shoreline modification may be allowed in the Aquatic Environment if, and only if,
permitted in the adjacent upland environment.
2. Public access, as approved by the City, is a condition of non-water-dependent development on
properties with shoreline waterbody frontage.
3. The use may be allowed provided there is no other feasible route or location.
4. The shoreline modification may be allowed for environmental restoration or if the City determines
that there will be a net increase in desired shoreline ecological functions.
5. Within the ‘Cadman Sky River’ industrial property in the High Intensity environment of the Skykomish
River, continued aggregate washing, crushing and screening, and continued concrete batching facilities
or concrete ready-mix facilities are permitted, together with accessory uses such as truck scales, office
trailers, maintenance shops, equipment sheds, aggregate depots, and facilities for fueling equipment,
provided that these facilities and activities are not expanded. See Section 5.E. Mining for conditions.
6. The existing boat launch at the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Lewis Street
Access Site may be modified and improved consistent with state and federal regulatory agency permits
that must be obtained prior to Conditional Use Permit approval. New hand launch facilities may be
provided within the Cadman Site park area to provide access for kayaks, canoes, and similar nonmotorized and hand launched watercraft along the Cadman Site pond and to adjacent Skykomish River
shoreline. Improvements for any hand launch facilities must be consistent with state and federal
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110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159

regulatory agency permits which must be obtained prior to Conditional Use Permit approval. No other
new boating facilities are allowed in the Urban Conservancy environment.
7. All forest practices subject to the Washington State Forest Practices Act (Title 222 WAC; Chapters
76.09 and 76.13 RCW) must conform to the provisions of that Act, this Program, and any other
applicable City requirements. See Section 3.L Vegetation Conservation of the Monroe SMP and Critical
Areas Regulations (MMC Chapter 20.05) for other conditions.
8. Any cleanup activities must be coordinated with approval and oversight by the Department of
Ecology, or conducted under Ecology’s Voluntary Cleanup Program.
9. New boating facilities may be constructed to provide improved access for non-motorized and small
electric boats (1.5 hp). All facilities, including boat launches or piers and docks, will be designed in
consultation with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. No facilities will be constructed to
provide long-term moorage.
10. Dredging may only be conducted as necessary to maintain the stormwater detention function of the
pond. Dredging must be conducted in a way that minimizes impacts to ecological functions and any
impacts must be mitigated.
11. The prohibition on piers and docks does not apply to public recreational facilities, which are
addressed under Boating Facilities.
22.82.040

General Provisions Applicable to All Development Proposals

A. The following general provisions have been codified from Chapter 3 of the SMP. Including these
provisions in this Chapter is intended to improve understanding and effective implementation of standards
applicable to common development activities. As noted in each section below, not all standards from
Chapter 3 of the SMP have been codified; as such, reference to the Monroe SMP shall be necessary.
B. General standards.
1. All proposed uses and developments, including those that do not require a shoreline permit,
occurring within shoreline jurisdiction, must conform to Chapter 90.58 RCW Shoreline Management Act
and the Monroe SMP.
2. Shoreline uses and modifications listed as “prohibited” shall not be eligible for consideration as a
shoreline Variance or shoreline Conditional Use Permit.
3. The “policies” listed in the Monroe SMP will provide broad guidance and direction and will be used
by the City in applying the “regulations.”
4. Where provisions of Chapter 22.82 and the full Monroe SMP conflict, the provisions of the full
Monroe SMP shall apply.
5. Where provisions of the Monroe SMP conflict with each other, the provisions most directly
implementing the objectives of the Shoreline Management Act, as determined by the City, shall apply
unless specifically stated otherwise.
5. All uses and development shall result in no net loss of ecological functions to the greatest extent
feasible.
6. All newly created lots with shoreline frontage shall provide a minimum shoreline frontage width of 50
feet.
C. Archeological and Historic Resources
1. Archaeological sites located both in and outside the shoreline jurisdiction are subject to RCW 27.44
(Indian Graves and Records) and RCW 27.53 (Archaeological Sites and Resources) and shall comply
with WAC 25-48 as well as the provisions of the Monroe SMP.
2. The City shall notify the Tulalip Tribes upon receipt of application for work in shoreline areas. The
property owner shall allow the Tulalip Tribes to examine the site at a mutually agreed upon time.
3. All shoreline permits shall contain provisions which require developers to immediately stop work and
notify the City, affected tribes and the Washington State Office of Archaeology if any phenomena of
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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possible archaeological interest are uncovered during excavations. In such cases, the developer shall
be required to provide for a site inspection and evaluation by a professional archaeologist to ensure that
all possible valuable archaeological data are properly salvaged.
4. Permits issued in areas known to contain archaeological artifacts and data shall include a
requirement that the developer provide for a site inspection and evaluation by a professional
archaeologist in coordination with affected Native American tribes. The permit shall require approval by
the City before work can begin on a project following inspection. Significant archaeological data or
artifacts shall be recovered before work begins or resumes on a project.
5. Significant archaeological and historic resources shall be permanently preserved for scientific study,
education and public observation. Significant archaeological and historic resources shall be handled in
conformance with the federal Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. When the City
determines that a site has significant archaeological, natural, scientific or historical value, a Substantial
Development Permit shall not be issued for activities which would pose a threat to the site. The City
may require that development be postponed in such areas to allow investigation of public acquisition
potential and/or retrieval and preservation of significant artifacts.
6. See Chapter 3, Section C for additional standards regarding emergency actions, standards for
archaeological excavations, park and open spacing planning considerations, and public interpretation
consideration.
D.
Critical Areas
1. The City of Monroe Critical Areas Regulations, as adopted by Ordinance xxx [PENDING] and
codified in MMC 22.80, are herein incorporated into this Program except for the following:
a. 22.80.050(B), Exemptions.
b. 22.80.050(C), Exceptions, including public agency and utility exception (subsection C.1) and
reasonable use exception (subsection C.2), and innovative development design (subsection C.3).
c. 22.80.060, Nonconforming uses.
2. In the event of a contradiction between this SMP and the Critical Areas Regulations (MMC 22.80),
the provision more protective of the environment shall apply, as determined by the City.
3. MMC 22.80.090 (Stream Development Standards) requires a minimum buffer of two hundred (200)
feet from Type 1 streams. The Skykomish River and Woods Creek are both classified as Type 1
streams. MMC 22.80 also include provisions for increasing the stream buffer as necessary to protect
streams when either the stream is particularly sensitive to disturbances or the development poses
unusual impacts.
4. In accordance with statute, wetlands associated with waters of the state fall within Shoreline
Management Act jurisdiction. Buffer areas of wetlands and other critical areas that extend outside of the
boundary of shoreline jurisdiction are regulated under the City of Monroe Critical Areas Ordinance
(MMC 20.05). Activities occurring in these buffer areas would not require Monroe SMP review, and
exceptions listed above shall not apply.
5. Allowances for Tye Stormwater Facility fringe wetlands. Wetlands that have developed around the
edges of the Tye Stormwater Facility must be delineated and protected as outlined in MMC 22.80.
However, the buffer from any Tye Stormwater Facility-fringe wetland shall only extend to the waterward
edge of paved roads or gravel parking areas greater than 50 feet in width. Water-dependent uses, such
as docks, may be permitted in wetlands that have developed adjacent to the Tye Stormwater Facility,
provided that any impacts are mitigated.
6. In addition to the Critical Areas Regulations, the City has adopted flood hazard area regulations,
Monroe Municipal Code 14.01, which are administered by the City engineer. In accordance with WAC
173-26-221(3)(c), new structural flood hazard reduction measures should be allowed “only when it can
be demonstrated by a scientific and engineering analysis that they are necessary to protect existing
development, that nonstructural measures are not feasible, that impacts to ecological function and
priority species and habitat can be successfully mitigated so as to assure no net loss and that
appropriate vegetation conservation actions are undertaken.”
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7. All integrating critical areas regulations from Chapter 3, Section D of the Monroe SMP are codified in
this section.
E.

F.

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
1. All project proposals within shoreline jurisdiction, including those for which a shoreline permit is not
required, shall comply with RCW43.21c, the Washington State Environmental Policy Act.
2. Projects that cause significant ecological impacts, as defined in Monroe SMP Chapter 8
(Definitions), are not allowed unless mitigated, according to the sequence in Item 4 below, to avoid
reduction or damage to ecosystem-wide processes and ecological functions.
3. Projects that cause significant adverse impacts, other than significant ecological impacts, shall be
mitigated according to the sequence in Item 4 below.
4. When applying mitigation to avoid or minimize significant adverse effects and significant ecological
impacts, the City will apply the following sequence of steps in order of priority, with (a) being top priority:
a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation by
using appropriate technology or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts;
c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations;
e. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or
environments; and
f. Monitoring the impact and the compensation projects and taking appropriate corrective
measures.
5. The City will set mitigation requirements or permit conditions based on impacts identified. In
determining appropriate mitigation measures, avoidance of impacts by means such as relocating or
redesigning the proposed development will be applied first. Lower priority measures will be applied only
after higher priority measures are demonstrated to be not feasible or not applicable. When critical areas
are impacted, mitigation will be designed consistent with the Critical Areas Regulations as applicable in
shoreline jurisdiction.
6. All shoreline development shall be located and constructed to avoid significant adverse impacts to
human health and safety.
7. Application of the mitigation sequence shall achieve no net loss of ecological functions for each new
development and will not result in required mitigation in excess of that necessary to assure that
development will result in no net loss of shoreline ecological functions and not have a significant
adverse impact on other shoreline functions fostered by the policy of the act.
8. When compensatory measures are appropriate pursuant to the mitigation priority sequence above,
preferential consideration shall be given to measures that replace the impacted functions directly and in
the immediate vicinity of the impact. However, alternative compensatory mitigation within the watershed
that addresses limiting factors or identified critical needs for shoreline resource conservation based on
watershed or comprehensive resource management plans applicable to the area of impact may be
authorized. Authorization of compensatory mitigation measures may require appropriate safeguards,
terms or conditions as necessary to ensure no net loss of ecological functions.
9. All integrating environmental impact regulations from Chapter 3, Section E of the Monroe SMP are
codified in this section.
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Riparian Corridor Management and Flood Hazard Reduction
1. The applicant shall provide the following information as part of a shoreline permit application.
a. Location of the 100-year floodplain, channel migration zone (CMZ) or, if there is no CMZ, the
bank full width boundary, and ordinary high water mark.
b. Existing shoreline stabilization and flood-protection works on the site.
c. Physical, geological, and soil characteristics of the area.
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d. Predicted impacts upon area shore and ecological processes, adjacent properties, and shoreline
and water uses.
e. Analysis of alternative construction methods, development options, or flood protection measures,
both structural and nonstructural.
f. Description of existing shoreline vegetation and measures to protect existing vegetation and to
re-establish vegetation.
2. New development must be consistent with items (a) through (e) below in addition to the provisions of
this Program. In cases of inconsistency, the provisions most protective of shoreline ecological functions
and processes shall apply:
a. The City’s comprehensive flood hazard reduction plan.
b. The applicable provisions of the City floodplain regulations adopted under Chapter 86.16 RCW.
c. A State-approved comprehensive flood control management plan, when available, and in
accordance with Chapter 86.16 RCW and the National Flood Insurance Program.
d. The City stormwater management program.
e. Conditions of Hydraulic Project Approval, issued by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
may be incorporated into permits issued for flood protection.
3. New development, including significant vegetation removal and shoreline stabilization, is not allowed
within the CMZ except for:
a. Protection and restoration actions that increase the ecosystem-wide processes or ecological
functions.
b. Bridges, utility lines, and other public utility and transportation structures where no other feasible
alternative exists. Where such structures are allowed, mitigation shall be required that protects or
restores impacted functions and processes in the affected portion of the watershed.
c. Repair and maintenance of an existing legal structure, provided that such actions do not create
significant ecological impacts.
d. Development on a previously altered site where it is demonstrated that the development restores
ecological processes and functions of the applicable portion of the watershed to a more natural
condition.
e. Modifications or additions to an existing legal development, provided that channel migration is
not further limited and that the new development includes appropriate ecological restoration. The
City will set requirements based on the type of proposed use and the biophysical condition of the
site. In this case, the new development must not adversely affect hydrological conditions and must
include appropriate restoration measures as determined by the City.
f. Measures to reduce shoreline erosion, provided that it is demonstrated that the erosion rate
exceeds that which would normally occur in a natural condition, that the measure does not interfere
with fluvial hydrological and geomorphologic processes normally acting in natural conditions, and
that the measure increases habitat for priority species associated with the river or stream. It is the
intent of this provision to allow measures that protect property at the same time as restoring
ecosystem-wide processes and functions where scientific and technical information demonstrate
that this may be accomplished.
4. The City shall determine whether or not the previous exceptions apply to the development proposal
in question. The City may require the project proponent to submit documentation or analysis based on
scientific and technical information demonstrating that the development proposal meets the exception
criteria (a) through (f) above. Further, such exceptions will be allowed only where it can be shown that
these activities, along with mitigation measures associated with the development, will not increase flood
elevations, decrease storage capacity, or restrict the natural erosion and accretion processes
associated with channel migration.
5. Significant ecological impacts of all development in the CMZ and structural hazard reduction
measures shall be mitigated according to the priorities listed under “mitigation,” 22.82.040.E.
6. Otherwise allowed development in the CMZ and flood hazard reduction measures shall employ the
type of construction or measure that causes the least significant ecological impacts. When authorizing
development within the CMZ, the City will require that the construction method with the least negative
significant ecological impacts be used.
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7. Existing hydrological connections into and between water bodies, such as streams, tributaries,
wetlands, and dry channels, shall be maintained. Where feasible, obstructed channels shall be reestablished as a condition of non-water-dependent uses, development in the CMZ, and structural flood
hazard reduction measures.
8. Re-establishment of native vegetation waterward of a new structure is required where feasible. The
City may require re-establishment of vegetation landward of the structure if it determines such
vegetation is necessary to protect and restore ecological functions.
9. Designs for flood hazard reduction measures and shoreline stabilization measures in river corridors
must be prepared by qualified professional engineers (or geologists or hydrologists) who have expertise
in local riverine processes.
10. Structural flood hazard reduction projects that are continuous in nature, such as dikes or levees,
shall provide for public access unless the City determines that such access is not feasible or desirable
according to the criteria in the Public Access section.
11. Along with the above criteria and the allowed use and modifications table in 22.82.040, refer to
Chapter 3, Section F (standards 11 – 17) of the Monroe SMP for limits on specific uses within the 100year floodplain.
G.

H.

Parking (where allowed as accessory use)
1. Parking facilities shall be designed and landscaped to minimize adverse impacts upon adjacent
shoreline and abutting properties. Landscaping shall consist of native vegetation and plant materials
approved by the City and be planted before completion of the parking area in such a manner that
plantings provide effective screening within three years of project completion.
2. Parking facilities serving individual buildings located on parcels that are contiguous with shoreline
waterbodies shall be located landward from the principal building being served, EXCEPT when the
parking facility is within or beneath the structure and adequately screened, or in cases when an
alternate location would have less environmental impact on the shoreline.
3. Parking facilities for shoreline activities shall provide safe and convenient pedestrian circulation
within the parking area and to the shorelines.
6. Parking facilities shall provide adequate facilities to prevent surface water runoff from contaminating
water bodies, using best available technologies and include a maintenance program that will assure
proper functioning of such facilities over time.
Public Access
1. Development, uses and activities on public lands shall be designed and operated to avoid blocking,
reducing or adversely interfering with the public’s physical access to the water and shorelines,
unless such access would cause ecological impacts.
2. Public access provided by shoreline street ends, public utilities, rights-of-way, and other public lands
shall not be diminished. RCW 35.79.035 and RCW 36.87.130 restrict the City from vacating right-ofway which abuts on a body of fresh water unless the purpose of the vacation is to enable the public
authority to acquire the vacated property for boat launching sites, or for park, viewpoint, recreational,
and educational or other public purposes.
3. Shoreline development, uses and activities shall be designed and operated to avoid blocking,
reducing, or adversely interfering with the public’s visual access to the water and shorelines, except
that vegetation conservation and shoreline restoration activities may intrude into view corridors
where necessary to protect or restore ecological functions. The City may require the development
proposal to be relocated or reconfigured to reduce view blockage.
4. Along with the above criteria, refer to Chapter 3, Section H (standards 4 - 7) of the Monroe SMP for
additional public access requirements.
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Vegetation Conservation
1. All development, including clearing and grading, shall minimize significant vegetation removal to the
extent feasible. In order to implement this regulation, applicants proposing development that
includes significant vegetation removal, clearing or grading, must provide, as a part of a shoreline
permit or a letter of exemption application, a site plan, drawn to scale, indicating extent of the
proposed clearing and/or grading. The City may require that the proposed development or extent of
clearing and grading be modified to mitigate the impacts to ecological functions.
2. Restoration of any shoreline that has been disturbed or degraded shall use native plant materials
with a diversity and type similar to that which naturally occurs on-site unless the City finds that native
plant materials are inappropriate or not hardy in the particular situation.
3. The Monroe SMP includes additional detailed standards for ensuring vegetation conservation,
including Shoreline Environment Designation specific criteria. For all development that includes
clearing of existing native vegetation, the applicant and City shall ensure consistency with Chapter 3,
Section L of the Monroe SMP.

J.

Water Quality
1. All shoreline development, both during and after construction, shall avoid or minimize ecological
impacts, including any increase in surface runoff, through control, treatment, and release of surface
water runoff so that the receiving water quality and shore properties and features are not adversely
affected.
2. All development shall conform to local, state, and federal water quality regulations, provided the
regulations do not conflict with this Program. Where there is a conflict, provisions most protective of
the natural ecology shall apply. The City of Monroe adopts the latest version of the Department of
Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington to regulate stormwater discharge
and management.
3. Water Quality regulations apply to the Tye Stormwater Facility environment and its associated
Aquatic environment only as they are consistent with maintaining the primary purpose of the humanmade Tye Stormwater Facility, collecting and treating stormwater runoff from existing and future
developments within its catchment area. Any loss of ecological functions must be mitigated.
4. All water quality regulations from Chapter 3, Section M of the Monroe SMP are codified in this
section.

22.82.050
Nonconforming Uses and Developments.
A. "Nonconforming use or development" means a shoreline use or development which was lawfully
constructed or established prior to the effective date of the Shoreline Management Act or this Chapter, or
amendments thereto, but which does not conform to present regulations or standards within the Monroe
SMP.
B. Structures that were legally established and are used for a conforming use, but which are
nonconforming with regard to setbacks, buffers or yards; area; bulk; height or density, may be maintained
and repaired and may be enlarged or expanded provided that said enlargement does not increase the
extent of nonconformity by further encroaching upon or extending into areas where construction or use
would not be allowed for new development or uses.
C. Uses and developments that were legally established and are nonconforming with regard to the use
regulations of the Monroe SMP may continue as legal nonconforming uses. Such uses shall not be
enlarged or expanded, except that nonconforming single-family residences that are located landward of the
ordinary high water mark may be enlarged or expanded in conformance with applicable bulk and
dimensional standards by the addition of space to the main structure or by the addition of normal
appurtenances as defined in WAC 173-27-240(2)(g) upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
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D. A use which is listed as a conditional use, but which existed prior to adoption of the Monroe Monroe
SMP or any relevant amendment and for which a Conditional Use Permit has not been obtained, shall be
considered a nonconforming use. A use which is listed as a conditional use, but which existed prior to the
applicability of the Monroe SMP to the site and for which a Conditional Use Permit has not been obtained,
shall be considered a nonconforming use.
E. A structure for which a Variance has been issued shall be considered a legal nonconforming structure
and the requirements of this section and the Monroe SMP shall apply as they apply to preexisting
nonconformities.
F. A structure which is being or has been used for a nonconforming use may be used for a different
nonconforming use only upon the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. A Conditional Use Permit may be
approved only upon a finding that:
1. No reasonable alternative conforming use is practical; and
2. The proposed use will be at least as consistent with the policies and provisions of the Act and the
Monroe SMP and as compatible with the uses in the area as the preexisting use. In addition, such
conditions may be attached to the permit as are deemed necessary to assure compliance with the
above findings, the requirements of the Monroe SMP and the Shoreline Management Act and to assure
that the use will not become a nuisance or a hazard.
G. A nonconforming structure which is moved any distance must be brought into conformance with the
Monroe SMP and the Act.
H. If a nonconforming development is damaged to an extent not exceeding seventy-five percent of the
replacement cost of the original development, it may be reconstructed to those configurations existing
immediately prior to the time the development was damaged, provided that application is made for the
permits necessary to restore the development within six months of the date the damage occurred, all
permits are obtained and the restoration is completed within two years of permit issuance.
I. If a nonconforming use is discontinued for twelve consecutive months or for twelve months during any
two-year period, the nonconforming rights shall expire and any subsequent use shall be conforming. A use
authorized pursuant to subsection (6) of this section shall be considered a conforming use for purposes of
this section.
J. An undeveloped lot, tract, parcel, site, or division of land located landward of the ordinary high water
mark which was established in accordance with local and state subdivision requirements prior to the
effective date of the Act or the Monroe SMP, but which does not conform to the present lot size standards
may be developed if permitted by other land use regulations of the City of Monroe and so long as such
development conforms to all other requirements of the Monroe SMP and the Act.
K. These standards are consistent with the nonconforming standards contained in Chapter 6(D) of the
Monroe SMP.
22.82.060
Exemptions.
A. Application and Interpretation of Exemptions.
1. The city shall narrowly construe exemptions. Only those developments that meet the precise terms
of one or more of the listed exemptions, in the definition for substantial development, found in Chapter 8
of the Monroe SMP, or those exemptions or exceptions listed in WAC 173-27-040, and/or Chapter 90.58
RCW may be granted exemption from the substantial development permit process.
2. An exemption from the substantial development permit process is not an exemption from
compliance with the Shoreline Management Act or the Monroe SMP, or from any other regulatory or
municipal requirements. All uses and developments must be consistent with the policies and provisions
of the Monroe SMP and the Shoreline Management Act. A development or use either listed as a
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conditional use in the Monroe SMP or an unlisted use, must obtain a conditional use permit even though
the development or use does not require a substantial development permit. When a proposed
development or use does not comply with the bulk, dimensional and performance standards of the
Monroe SMP, such development or use shall require a variance.
3. The burden of proof that a development or use is exempt from the shoreline permit process is on the
applicant; as such, a written request for exemption shall be submitted to the community development
department, with the proposed development application, in conformance with this section.
4. If any part of a proposed development is not eligible for an exemption, then a substantial
development permit is required for the entire proposed development project.
5. The city of Monroe may attach conditions to the approval of exempted developments and/or uses,
as necessary, to assure consistency of the project with the Shoreline Management Act and the Monroe
SMP.
22.82.070
Permit – Fees.
All persons desiring a shoreline permit or any other approval required by the Monroe SMP shall make
application by paying a fee as set out in the city’s fees resolution and filing an application with the
community development department.
22.82.080
Application – Form.
Applications for permits and approvals shall be made on forms prescribed by the community development
department, and shall contain the name and address of the applicant, a description of the development, the
location of the development, and any other information deemed necessary.
22.82.090
Review Process – Generally.
Requests for a shoreline substantial development permit require review and decision by the City
ZoningPermit Administrator. Requests for a shoreline, variance, or a shoreline conditional use permit
require review by the city of Monroe hearing examiner. The hearing examineZoningPermit Administrator’s
decision on substantial development permits is final, and may include conditions as necessary to meet
Monroe SMP policies and standards. The hearing examiner shall have the authority to hear and make
findings, conclusions, and grant recommendations on shoreline conditional use permits and variances. The
city council shall have the authority to grant shoreline conditional use permits and variances, with conditions
as necessary to meet Monroe SMP policies and standards. The city shall submit all issued conditional use
permits and variances to the Department of Ecology for its approval or disapproval. All applicants shall
prove that a proposed development or use is consistent with the Monroe SMP as well as the requirements
of this chapter.

Commented [AB10]: Verify that I have this terminology correct

22.82.100
Notice and Hearing Requirements.
A. Upon receipt of an application for a shoreline substantial development permit, shoreline variance or
shoreline conditional use permit, the city shall cause notice of the application to be published, at least once
a week for two consecutive weeks, in a newspaper of general circulation within the city. The second notice
shall be published not less than thirty days prior to action by the community development department. The
city shall also cause notice of the application to be mailed to each property owner of record within five
hundred feet of the proposed development. The date of the mailing shall not be less than seven days in
advance of the department action.
B. Upon completion of review of the proposed shoreline permit by the community development department,
staff shall schedule a public hearing at the next available hearing date, in front of the hearing examiner, to
consider the shoreline substantial development permit, shoreline variance or shoreline conditional use
permit application. The hearing examiner shall issue a written decision or recommendation no later than ten
working days following the public hearing.
22.82.110
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other jurisdictions typically don’t require a Hearing Examiner
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Review Process and Criteria for Substantial Development Permits.
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A. The hearing examiner shall hold a public hearing on the proposed substantial development permit and
approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application.
BA.
A substantial development permit shall be granted only when the development proposed is
consistent with:
1. The policies and procedures of the Shoreline Management Act;
2. The provisions of this regulation; and
3. The approved Monroe SMP.
BC.
The city of Monroe may attach conditions to the approval of permits as necessary to assure
consistency of the project with the Shoreline Management Act and the Monroe SMP.
D. The hearing examiner’sZoningPermit Administrator’s decision shall become final and the permit shall be
issued upon the terms and conditions prescribed by the hearing examinerZoningPermit Administrator, if no
appeal is filed. The hearing examiner’sCity’s decision shall be filed with the Department of Ecology. In the
event the hearing examinerZoningPermit Administrator determines the use or development is inconsistent
with the above criteria, the application shall be denied.
22.82.120
Review Process and Criteria for Conditional Uses and Variances.
The city shall adopt provisions for conditional use and variance permits, consistent with Chapter 6 of the
Monroe SMP, to ensure that the strict interpretation of the Monroe SMP will not create unnecessary
hardships or thwart the policies of this title or the Shoreline Management Act.
A. Shoreline Conditional Use Permits. The hearing examiner shall have the authority to hear and make
findings, conclusions, and recommendations and decisions on shoreline conditional use permits. The city
councilhearing examiner shall have the authority to grant, in appropriate cases and subject to appropriate
conditions and safeguards, shoreline conditional use permits. The city shall submit all issued conditional
use permits to the Department of Ecology for its approval or disapproval. The criteria for granting conditional
use permits are the following:
1. Uses classified in the Monroe SMP as conditional uses may be authorized, provided the applicant
can demonstrate all of the following:
a. That the proposed use will be consistent with the policies of the Shoreline Management Act and
the policies of the Monroe SMP.
b. That the proposed use will not interfere with the normal public use of public shorelines.
c. That the proposed use of this site and design of the project will be compatible with other
permitted uses within the area.
d. That the proposed use will cause no unreasonably adverse effects to the shoreline environment
designation in which it is to be located.
e. That the public interest suffers no substantial detrimental effect.
2. Other uses which are not classified or set forth in the Monroe SMP may be authorized as conditional
uses; provided, that the applicant can demonstrate, in addition to the criteria set forth in subsections
(A)(1) and (3) of this section, that extraordinary circumstances preclude reasonable use of the property
in a manner consistent with the use regulations of the Monroe SMP.
3. In the granting of all conditional use permits, consideration shall be given to the cumulative impact of
additional requests or like actions in the area.
4. Uses specifically prohibited by the Monroe SMP may not be authorized pursuant to either subsection
(A)(1) or (3) of this section.
B. Shoreline Variances. The hearing examiner shall have the authority to hear and make findings and
decisions , conclusions, and recommendations on shoreline variances. The city councilhearing examiner
shall have authority to grant variances from the substantive requirements of this Monroe SMP. The purpose
of a variance is strictly limited to granting relief to specific bulk, dimensional, or performance standards set
forth in this Monroe SMP, where there are extraordinary or unique circumstances relating to the properties,
such that the strict implementation of the Monroe SMP would impose unnecessary hardships on the
applicant or thwart the policies set forth in the Shoreline Management Act. The city shall submit all issued
variances to the Department of Ecology for final approval or disapproval. The criteria for granting variances
shall be consistent with the Shoreline Management Act and include the following:
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1. Variances should be granted in a circumstance where denial of the permit will not thwart the policy
enumerated in the Shoreline Management Act or the Monroe SMP. In all instances, extraordinary
circumstances shall be shown, and the public interest shall suffer no substantial detrimental effect.
2. Variances for development that will be located landward of the ordinary high-water mark may be
authorized, provided the applicant can demonstrate all of the following:
a. That the strict application of the bulk, dimensional, or performance standards as set forth in the
Monroe SMP precludes or significantly interferes with a reasonable permitted use of the property.
b. That the hardship is specifically related to the property and is the result of unique conditions,
such as irregular lot shape, size, or natural features, in the application of the Monroe SMP and not,
for example, from deed restrictions or the applicant’s own actions.
c. That the design of the project will be compatible with other permitted activities in the area and
not cause adverse effects to adjacent properties or the shoreline environment designation.
d. That the variance does not constitute a grant of special privilege not enjoyed by other properties
in the area, and will be the minimum necessary to afford relief.
e. That the public interest will suffer no substantial detrimental effect.
3. Variances for development that will be located waterward of the ordinary high-water mark may be
authorized, provided the applicant can demonstrate all of the criteria specified above; and provided, that
the applicant can demonstrate that the public rights of navigation and use of the shorelines will not be
adversely affected by the granting of the variance.
4. In granting of all variances, consideration shall be given to the cumulative impact of additional
requests or like actions in the area.
5. Variances from the use regulations of the Monroe SMP are prohibited.
22.82.130
Appeals.
Appeals of shoreline permit decisions and decisions on shoreline permit revisions, letters of exemption and
other approvals required by the Monroe SMP shall be heard in accordance with MMC Chapter 21.84 and
RCW 90.58.180.
22.82.140
Commencement of Construction – Time Lapse.
No one who is issued a permit hereunder shall be authorized to commence construction until twenty-one
days have elapsed from the date that the permit is filed with the Washington State Department of Ecology
for substantial development permits. For shoreline conditional use and variance permits, construction shall
not commence until twenty-one days after the Department of Ecology has made its decision regarding the
permit or until all review proceedings are terminated, if such proceedings were initiated within said twentyone-day period. All permits shall be submitted to the Department of Ecology for filing consistent with WAC
173-27-130.
22.82.150
Time Requirements of Permit.
A. The time requirements of this section shall apply to all substantial development, variance or conditional
use permits authorized by this chapter.
B. Construction activities shall commence, or, where no construction activities are involved, the use or
activity shall commence, within two years of the effective date of a shoreline permit. The hearing examiner
may authorize a single extension for a period not to exceed one year, based on reasonable factors, if a
request for extension has been filed before the expiration date and notice of the proposed extension is
given to parties of record.
C. Authorization to conduct construction activities, pursuant to the approved shoreline permit, shall
terminate five years after the effective date of a shoreline permit. The hearing examiner may authorize a
single extension for a period not to exceed one year, based on reasonable factors, if a request for extension
has been filed before the expiration date and notice of the proposed extension is given to parties of record
and to the Department of Ecology.
D. The effective date of a shoreline permit shall be the date of filing with the Department of Ecology for a
substantial development permit or the date of decision by the Department of Ecology for any required
conditional use permit and/or variance. This excludes time for which a use or activity was not actually
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pursued due to appeals, legal actions or the need to obtain other permits and approvals for the
development.
E. Revisions to permits lawfully extended under subsections (B) and (C) of this section and in accordance
with the provisions of MMC 22.82.160 (WAC 173-27-100) may be authorized after original permit
authorization has expired; provided, that this procedure shall not be used to extend the original permit time
requirements or to authorize substantial development after the time limits of the original permit.
F. The city of Monroe shall notify the Department of Ecology of any change to the effective date of a
permit, and explain the basis for approving the change in writing. Any change to the time limits of a permit,
except an extension under subsections (B) and (C) of this section, and except as authorized by RCW
90.58.143, shall require a new permit application.
22.82.160
Revisions to Permit.
A permit revision is required whenever the applicant proposes substantive changes to the design, terms, or
conditions of an approved permit. Changes are substantive if they materially alter the project in a manner
that relates to its conformance to the terms and conditions of the permit, or compliance with the Monroe
SMP. Changes which are not substantive in effect may not require approval of a revision; however, the
community development department must be notified and review the proposed revision to determine if the
revision is substantive or not.
A. When an applicant seeks to revise a substantial development, conditional use, or variance permit, the
community development department shall request from the applicant detailed plans and text describing the
proposed changes in the permit.
1. If the community development department determines that the proposed changes are within the
scope and intent of the original permit, the department may approve the revision, provided it is
consistent with the Shoreline Management Act and the Monroe SMP.
2. “Within the scope and intent of the original permit” means the following:
a. No additional over- or in-water construction will be involved.
b. Lot coverage and height may be increased a maximum of ten percent from provisions of the
original permit; provided, that revisions involving new structures not shown on the original site plan
shall require a new permit.
c. The revised permit does not authorize development to exceed height, lot coverage, setback, or
any other requirements of the Monroe SMP, except as authorized under a variance granted by the
original permit or a part thereof.
d. Additional or revised landscaping is consistent with any conditions attached to the original permit
and with the Monroe SMP.
e. The use authorized pursuant to the original permit is not changed.
f. The project revision will cause no adverse environmental impact.
3. The zoning administrator may authorize revisions to shoreline permits after the original permit
authorization has expired under RCW 90.58.143. The purpose of such revisions shall be limited to
authorization of changes, which are consistent with this section and which would not require a permit for
the development or change proposed under the terms of Chapter 90.58 RCW and the Monroe SMP. If
the proposed change constitutes substantial development, then a new permit is required; provided, this
subsection shall not be used to extend the time requirements or to authorize substantial development
beyond the time limits of the original permit.
4. If the revision, or the sum of the revision and any previously approved revisions, will violate the
criteria specified above, the city shall require the applicant to apply for a new substantial development,
conditional use, or variance permit, in the manner provided for herein.
5. The department of community development shall file with the Department of Ecology the revision
approval, including the revised site plans and text consistent with the provisions of WAC 173-27-180 as
necessary to clearly indicate the authorized changes, and the final ruling on consistency with this
section. In addition, the city shall notify parties of record of their action.
6. If the revision to the original permit involves a conditional use or variance, the city shall submit the
revision to the Department of Ecology for final approval, approval with conditions, or denial. The
Department of Ecology shall render and transmit to the city and the applicant its final decision within
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fifteen days of receipt of the submittal from the city. The city shall notify parties of record of the
Department of Ecology’s final decision.
7. The revised permit is effective immediately upon final decision by the city or, when appropriate
under subsection (A)(6) of this section, upon final action by the Department of Ecology.
8. Appeals shall be in accordance with RCW 90.58.180 and shall be filed within twenty-one days from
the date of receipt of the city’s action by the Department of Ecology or, when appropriate under
subsection (A)(6) of this section, the date the Department of Ecology’s final decision is transmitted to the
city and the applicant. Appeals shall be based only upon contentions of noncompliance with the
provisions of subsection (A)(2) of this section. Construction undertaken pursuant to that portion of a
revised permit not authorized under the original permit is at the applicant’s own risk until the expiration
of the appeals deadline. If an appeal is successful in proving that a revision is not within the scope and
intent of the original permit, the decision shall have no bearing on the original permit.
22.82.170
Zoning Administrator’s Authority.
The zoning administrator shall have the authority to immediately stop any work under a permit, which the
administrator believes, in good faith, is not in compliance with the permit or any other actions in violation of
the Monroe SMP. Upon issuance of such a stop order, the permittee shall immediately cease and desist
such portion of the development which is ordered stopped, but may continue working on the other portions
of the development. As soon as it is practical thereafter, a hearing will be held before the city’s hearing
examiner to determine whether the conditions of the permit were violated, and if so, whether to cancel the
permit or determine what other action should be taken. Notice of hearing shall be in the form and manner
prescribed in MMC Chapter 21.84, Permit Processing.
22.82.180
Revocation of Permit.
A. Any permit issued hereunder may be revoked by the hearing examiner upon a finding that a permittee
has not complied with the conditions of a permit, subject, however, to a hearing as hereinafter provided.
B. Before such permit is revoked by the hearing examiner, the city shall set a date for a public hearing
following the public notice requirements of MMC Chapter 21.84, Permit Processing, to determine whether
the permittee has violated the conditions of the permit.
22.82.190
Violation – Penalties.
Violations of the Shoreline Management Act or the Monroe SMP are subject to MMC Chapter 1.04 and also
constitute a misdemeanor, as specified in MMC 1.01.110.
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1
CHAPTER 22.80
2
CRITICAL AREAS
3
4 Sections:
5
22.80.010
Authority.
6
22.80.020
Purpose.
7
22.80.030
Applicability of Other Regulations.
8
22.80.040
Maps and Inventories.
9
22.80.050
Applicability, Exemptions, Exceptions, and Allowed Uses.
10
22.80.060
Nonconforming Uses.
11
22.80.070
Critical Areas Studies.
12
22.80.080
Protection and Mitigation Measures.
13
22.80.090
Wetland Development Standards.
14
22.80.100
Stream Development Standards.
15
22.80.110
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas Standards.
16
22.80.120
Flood Hazard Area Development Standards.
17
22.80.130
Geologically Hazardous Areas.
18
22.80.140
Bonds.
19
22.80.150
Appeal.
20
22.80.160
Enforcement.
21
22
23
22.80.010
Authority.
24
This chapter is adopted under the authority of Chapter 36.70A RCW (the Growth Management Act), other
25
federal and state environmental regulations, including but not limited to the State Environmental Policy Act,
26
and the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts.
27
28
22.80.020
Purpose.
29
The purpose of this chapter is to:
30
A. Protect the public health, safety and welfare by preventing adverse impacts of development;
31
B. Preserve and protect critical areas as identified by the Washington State Growth Management Act by
regulating development within and adjacent to them;
32
33
C. Mitigate unavoidable impacts to critical areas by regulating alterations in and adjacent to critical areas;
34
D. Prevent adverse cumulative impacts to wetlands, streams, shoreline environments, and fish and wildlife
35
habitat;
36
E. Protect the public and public resources and facilities from injury, loss of life, property damage or
37
financial loss due to flooding, erosion, landslides, soils subsidence or steep slope failure;
38
F. Implement the goals, policies, guidelines and requirements of the city of Monroe comprehensive plan
39
and the Washington State Growth Management Act; and
40
G. Establish review procedures for development proposals in and adjacent to wetlands.
41
42
22.80.030
Applicability of Other Regulations.
43
Compliance with the provisions of this chapter does not constitute compliance with other federal, state, and
44
local regulations and permit requirements that may be required (for example, shoreline substantial
45
development permits, HPA permits, Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits, NPDES permits).
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

The applicant is responsible for complying with these requirements, apart from the process established in
this chapter.
22.80.040
Maps and Inventories.
The city has prepared a series of maps which approximate boundaries for the following critical areas within
the city limits: geologically hazardous areas, wetlands, floodplains and floodways, shorelines, creeks,
streams, and natural drainage courses. These maps provide only approximate boundaries of known
features and are not adequate substitutes for more detailed maps and/or studies that could identify
alternative locations of known features or additional critical area features not illustrated on the map. Copies
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of the maps are available for viewing at the Monroe City Hall. The Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) are
available for review at Monroe City Hall; please contact the city engineer.
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22.80.050
Applicability, Exemptions, Exceptions, and Allowed Uses.
A. Applicability.
1. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all lands, all land uses and development activity, and all
structures and facilities in the city, whether or not a permit or authorization is required, and shall apply to
every person, firm, partnership, corporation, group, governmental agency, or other entity that owns or
leases land within the city of Monroe. No person, company, agency, or applicant shall alter a critical
area or buffer except as consistent with the purpose and requirements of this chapter.
2. The city of Monroe shall not approve any development proposal or otherwise issue any authorization
to alter the condition of any land, water, or vegetation, or to construct or alter any structure or
improvement in, over, or on a critical area or associated buffer, without first assuring compliance with
the requirements of this chapter.
a. Development proposals include proposals that require any of the following:
i. Building permit;
ii. Grading permit;
iii. Shoreline substantial development permit;
iv. Shoreline conditional use permit;
v. Shoreline variance;
vi. Right-of-way disturbance permit;
vii. Conditional use permit;
viii. Variance permit;
ix. Subdivision;
x. Short subdivision;
xi. Binding site plan;
xii. Accessory dwelling unit; or
xiii. Any subsequently adopted permits or required approvals not expressly exempted from these
regulations.
3. Approval of a permit or development proposal pursuant to the provisions of this chapter does not
discharge the obligation of the applicant to comply with the provisions of this chapter.
B. Exemptions. The following developments, activities, and associated uses shall be exempt from the
provisions of this chapter, provided they are consistent with the provisions of other local, state, and federal
laws and requirements:
1. Development and activities occurring in all isolated Category IV wetlands less than four thousand
square feet that:
a. Are not associated with riparian areas or their buffers;
b. Are not associated with shorelines of the state or their associated buffers;
c. Are not part of a wetland mosaic;
d. Do not score five six or more points for habitat function based on the 2014 update to the
Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington: 2014 Update (Ecology
Publication No. 14-06-029, or as revised and approved by Ecology); and
e. Do not contain a priority habitat or a priority area for a priority species identified by the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, do not contain federally listed species or their critical
habitat.
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Development and activities occurring in wetlands less than one thousand square feet that meet the
above criteria and do not contain federally listed species or their critical habitat are exempt from the
buffer provisions contained in this chapter.
2. Emergency activities that threaten public health, safety, welfare, or risk of damage to private
property and that require remedial or preventative action in a time frame too short to allow for
compliance with the requirements of this chapter.
Emergency actions that create an impact to a critical area or its buffer shall use reasonable methods to
address the emergency; in addition, they must have the least possible impact to the critical area and/or
its buffer. After the emergency, the person or agency undertaking the action shall fully restore and/or
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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mitigate any impacts to the critical area and buffers resulting from the emergency action in accordance
with the approved critical area report and mitigation plan.
3. Single-family residential building permits are exempt from the requirements of this chapter when the
development proposal involves:
a. Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of an existing residential structure or
construction of a new residential structure where construction and associated disturbance are clearly
equal to or greater than two hundred ten twenty five feet from the nearest critical area; or
b. Structural modification of, addition to, or replacement of an existing residential structure lawfully
established prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this title that does not meet the
building setback or critical area buffer requirements may be approved only if the modification,
addition, replacement or related activity is located away from the critical area and does not increase
the existing footprint within the critical area buffer or building setback by more than one thousand
square feet.
4. Utilities.
a. Operation, maintenance or repair of existing structures, infrastructure improvements, existing
utilities, public or private roads, dikes, levees, or drainage systems, including routine vegetation
management activities when performed in accordance with approved best management practices, if
the activity does not increase risk to life or property as a result of the proposed operation,
maintenance or repair.
b. Activities within the Improved Right-of-Way. Replacement, modification, installation or
construction of utility facilities, lines, pipes, mains, equipment or appurtenances, not including
substations, when such facilities are located within the improved portion of the public right-of-way or
a city-authorized private roadway, except those activities that alter a wetland or watercourse, such
as culverts or bridges, or result in the transport of sediment or increased storm water, subject to the
following:
i. Critical area and/or buffer widths shall be increased, where possible, equal to the width of the
right-of-way improvement, including disturbed areas; and
ii. Retention and replanting of native vegetation shall occur wherever possible along the rightof-way improvement and resulting disturbance.
c. Minor Utility Projects. Utility projects which have minor or short-term impacts to critical areas, as
determined by the zoning administrator in accordance with the criteria below, and which do not
significantly impact the functions and values of a critical area(s); provided, that such projects are
constructed with best management practices and additional restoration measures are provided.
Minor activities shall not result in the transport of sediment or increased storm water runoff. Such
allowed minor utility projects shall meet the following criteria:
i. There is no practical alternative to the proposed activity with less impacts on critical areas
and all attempts have been made to first avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and lastly mitigate
unavoidable impacts;
ii. The activity involves the placement of a utility pole, street sign, anchor, vault, or other small
component of a utility facility;
iii. The activity involves disturbance of an area less than seventy-five square feet;
iv. The activity will not reduce the existing functions and values of the affected critical areas; and
v. Unavoidable impacts will be mitigated pursuant to an approved mitigation plan.
5. Activities and uses that do not require construction permits, in continuous existence since at least
November 27, 1990, with no expansion of these activities within the critical area or associated buffer.
For the purpose of this subsection, “continuous existence” includes cyclical operations normally
associated with horticulture and agricultural activities.
C. Exceptions. The proponent of the activity shall submit a written request for exception from the zoning
administrator that describes the proposed activity and exception that applies. Depending on the exemption
requested, the zoning administrator (for administrative decisions) or hearing examiner (for reasonable use
exceptions) shall review the exception requested to verify that it complies with this chapter and approve or
deny the exception.
1. Public Agency or Utility Exception. If the application if this chapter would prohibit a development
proposal by a public agency or public utility that is essential to its ability to provide service, the agency or
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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utility may apply for an exception pursuant to this section. After holding a public hearing pursuant to
MMC Chapter 22.84, Permit Processing, the hearing examiner may approve the exception if the hearing
examiner finds that:
a. There is no other feasible alternative to the proposed development with less impact on the
critical areas, based on the demonstration by the applicant of the following factors:
i. The applicant has considered all possible construction techniques based on available
technology that are feasible for the proposed project and eliminated any that would result in
unreasonable risk of impact to the critical area; and
ii. The applicant has considered all available alignments within the range of potential
alignments that meet the project purpose and for which operating rights are available.
b. The proposal minimizes and mitigates unavoidable impacts to critical areas and/or critical areas
buffers. Any decision by the hearing examiner is final unless appealed.
2. Reasonable Use Exception. If the application of this chapter would deny all reasonable use of the
property, development may be allowed which is consistent with the general purpose of this chapter and
the public interest; provided, that the hearing examiner, after a public hearing, finds to the extent
consistent with the constitutional rights of the applicant:
a. This chapter would otherwise deny all reasonable use of the property;
b. There is no other reasonable use consistent with the underlying zoning of the property that has
less impact on the critical area and/or associated buffer;
c. The proposed development does not pose an unreasonable threat to the public health, safety or
welfare on or off the property;
d. Any alteration is the minimal necessary to allow for reasonable use of the property;
e. The inability of the applicant to derive reasonable use of the property is not the result of actions
by the applicant after the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter or its predecessor;
and
f. The applicant may only apply for a reasonable use exception under this subsection if the
applicant has also applied for a variance pursuant to MMC Chapter 22.66, Variances.
3. Innovative Development Design. An applicant may request approval of an innovative design that
addresses buffer treatment in a manner that deviates from the standards for wetland, stream, fish and
wildlife habitat conservation area buffers contained in this chapter under the following circumstances:
a. Where the applicant is proposing to redevelop a previously developed site on which existing
lawfully established structures or impervious surface encroach into the buffers otherwise required by
this chapter for wetlands, streams, or fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, the zoning
administrator may reduce the required buffer to the boundary or boundaries of the lawfully
established existing structures or impervious surface on the project property; provided, that the
zoning administrator finds that:
i. Within the reduced buffer area, the applicant will use innovative design to improve the
condition of the buffer consistent with the standards for the applicable critical area(s) set forth in
this chapter;
ii. In addition, the applicant will provide compensatory mitigation (on site, off site, or through
mitigation banks) that provides functions and values equivalent to those that would have been
provided had the project conformed to the standard buffer set forth in this chapter; and
iii. The innovative design will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare
or injurious to other properties or improvements located outside of the subject property.
b. The applicant shall prepare a critical areas study consistent with MMC 22.80.070 demonstrating
the innovative development design complies with the standards in this subsection. All applicants for
innovative designs are encouraged to consider measures prescribed in guidance documents, such
as watershed conservation plans or other similar conservation plans, and low impact storm water
management strategies that address wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas or buffer
protection consistent with this section.
c. Where an applicant proposes to reduce the standard wetland, stream, fish and wildlife habitat
conservation area buffers set forth in this chapter using innovative development design under this
section, the other provisions of this chapter, including provisions regarding buffer reductions or
modifications, shall not apply.
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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D. Activities Allowed in Wetlands. The activities listed below are allowed in wetlands. These activities do
not require submission of a critical area report, except where such activities result in a loss of the functions
and values of a wetland or wetland buffer. These activities include:
1. Those activities and uses conducted pursuant to the Washington State Forest Practices Act and its
rules and regulations, WAC 222-12-030, where state law specifically exempts local authority, except
those developments requiring local approval for Class 4 – general forest practice permits (conversions)
as defined in Chapter 76.09 RCW and Chapter 222-12 WAC.
2. Conservation or preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish, shellfish, and/or other wildlife that does
not entail changing the structure or functions of the existing wetland.
3. The harvesting of wild crops in a manner that is not injurious to natural reproduction of such crops
and provided the harvesting does not require tilling of soil, planting of crops, chemical applications, or
alteration of the wetland by changing existing topography, water conditions, or water sources.
4. Drilling for utilities/utility corridors under a wetland, with entrance/exit portals located completely
outside of the wetland buffer; provided, that the drilling does not interrupt the groundwater connection to
the wetland or percolation of surface water down through the soil column. Specific studies by a
hydrologist are necessary to determine whether the groundwater connection to the wetland or
percolation of surface water down through the soil column will be disturbed.
5. Enhancement of a wetland through the removal of nonnative invasive plant species. Removal of
invasive plant species shall be restricted to hand removal unless permits from the appropriate regulatory
agencies have been obtained for approved biological or chemical treatments. All removed plant material
shall be taken away from the site and appropriately disposed of. Plants that appear on the Washington
State Noxious Weed Control Board list of noxious weeds must be handled and disposed of according to
a noxious weed control plan appropriate to that species. Revegetation with appropriate native species at
natural densities is allowed in conjunction with removal of invasive plant species.
6. Educational and scientific research activities.
7. Normal and routine maintenance and repair of any existing public or private facilities within an
existing right-of-way; provided, that the maintenance or repair does not expand the footprint of the
facility or right-of-way.
8. Storm water management facilities. A wetland or its buffer can be physically or hydrologically altered
to meet the requirements of an LID, runoff treatment or flow control BMP if all of the following criteria are
met:
a. The wetland is classified as a Category IV or a Category III wetland with a habitat score of three
to four five points; and
b. There will be “no net loss” of functions and values of the wetland; and
c. The wetland does not contain a breeding population of any native amphibian species; and
d. The hydrologic functions of the wetland can be improved as outlined in questions 3, 4, 5 of Chart
4 and questions 2, 3, 4 of Chart 5 in the “Guide for Selecting Mitigation Sites Using a Watershed
Approach,” or the wetland is part of a priority restoration plan that achieves restoration goals
identified in the Monroe Shoreline Master Program or other local or regional watershed plan; and
e. The wetland lies in the natural routing of the runoff, and the discharge follows the natural routing;
and
f. All regulations regarding storm water and wetland management are followed, including but not
limited to local and state wetland and storm water codes, manuals, and permits; and
g. Modifications that alter the structure of a wetland or its soils will require permits. Existing
functions and values that are lost would have to be compensated/replaced.
9. Sites Subject to Development Agreement. Any proposed fill or alteration of a wetland on a site
subject to a development agreement may be approved through a conditional use permit. In addition to
the conditional use criteria in MMC Chapter 22.64, Conditional Use Permits, the hearing examiner shall
consider the following criteria:
a. Mitigation is provided that locates and/or restores a compensatory wetland area on the same
site, and the compensatory wetland area provides a higher level of wetland function than existed
prior to the fill or alteration; and
b. Mitigation establishes buffers with dense, native vegetation to protect the wetland functions and
values; and
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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c. Assessment is provided demonstrating hydrology will support the created or reestablished
wetland; and
d. Alterations adhere to applicable city, state, and federal requirements and permitting including,
but not limited to, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of Ecology.
e. A ten-year monitoring period is established, in accordance with MMC 22.80.080, Protection and
Mitigation Measures, to ensure mitigation meets the design performance standards established in
the approved mitigation plan.
22.80.060
Nonconforming Uses.
A. Purpose. The purpose of this section establishes the terms and conditions for continuing nonconforming
uses, structures and lots which are lawfully established prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified
in this title.
B. Standards.
1. A legally established nonconforming lot, use or structure shall be deemed a legal nonconforming lot,
use or structure and may be continued, transferred or conveyed and/or used as if conforming.
2. The burden of establishing that any nonconforming lot, use or structure lawfully existed as of the
effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter shall, in all cases, rest with the owner and not with
the city.
C. Maintenance and Repair of Nonconforming Structures. Normal maintenance and incidental repair of
legal nonconforming structures shall be permitted; provided, that it complies with all the sections of this
chapter and other pertinent chapters of this code.
D. Reconstruction. Reconstruction, restoration or repair of a legal nonconforming structure damaged by
fire, flood, earthquake or other disasters shall be permitted; provided, that such reconstruction shall not
result in the expansion of the nonconforming structure.
E. Expansion of Nonconforming Use or Structure. No legal nonconforming use or structure may be
expanded, enlarged, or extended in any way (including extension of hours of operation) unless such
modification is in full compliance with this chapter or the terms and conditions of approved permits pursuant
to this chapter.
F. Discontinuance of Nonconforming Use. All legal nonconforming uses shall be encouraged to convert to
a conforming use whenever possible. Conformance shall be required when:
1. The use has changed;
2. The structure(s) in which the use is conducted has moved; or
3. The use is terminated or discontinued for more than two years, or the structure(s) which houses the
use is vacated for more than two years.
22.80.070
Critical Areas Studies.
A. Studies Required. When sufficient information to evaluate a proposal is not available, the zoning
administrator or their designee shall notify the applicant that a critical areas report is required. The city may
hire an independent qualified professional to verify that a critical areas report is necessary and may be used
to review the subsequent report.
Critical areas reports shall be written by a qualified professional, as defined in the definitions section of this
chapter. A critical areas report shall include a site analysis, a discussion of potential impacts, and specific
mitigation measures designed to mitigate potential unavoidable impacts. A monitoring program may be
required to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigating measures. These studies may be part of an expanded
environmental checklist or included in an environmental impact statement.
B. Timing and Use of Studies. When an applicant submits an application for any development proposal, it
shall indicate whether any critical areas or buffers are located on or adjacent to the site. If a critical area
report is required, the city may retain consultants, at the applicant’s expense, to assist in review of studies
that are outside the range of staff expertise. The presence of critical areas may require additional time for
review.
C. General Critical Areas Report Requirements. A critical areas report shall have three components: (a) a
site analysis, (b) an impact analysis, and (c) proposed mitigation measures. More or less detail may be
required for each component depending on the size of the project, severity, and potential impacts. The
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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zoning administrator may waive the requirement of any component when adequate information is otherwise
available. All studies shall contain the following information unless it is already available in the permit
application:
1. Map of the project area at a one-to-twenty or larger scale including:
a. Reference streets and property lines;
b. Existing and proposed easements, rights-of-way, and structures;
c. Contour intervals, as determined by the zoning administrator;
d. Hydrology. Show surface water features both on and adjacent to the site; show any water
movement into, through, and off the project area; show stream and wetlands classifications; show
seeps, springs, and saturated soil zones; and label wetlands not found on the city inventory maps as
uninventoried; and
e. Location of buffer and building setback lines (if required or proposed).
2. Written report detailing:
a. How, when, and by whom the report was performed (including methodology and techniques);
b. Weather conditions during and prior to any field studies if relevant to conclusions and
recommendations;
c. Description of the project site and its existing condition;
d. The total acreage of the site in critical area(s) and associated buffers;
e. The proposed action and potential environmental impact of the proposed project to the critical
area(s); and
f. The mitigation measures proposed to avoid or lessen the project impacts (during construction
and permanently). When alteration to the critical area or its buffer is proposed, include a mitigation
plan as specified by this chapter.
D. Additional Wetland Report Requirements. In addition, for wetlands, reports shall include the following:
1. On the map:
a. The edge of the wetland as flagged and surveyed in the field using the approved federal wetland
delineation manual and applicable regional supplements, as required by RCW 36.70A.175;
b. The edge of the one-hundred-year floodplain, if appropriate;
c. The location of any existing or proposed utility easements, rights-of-way, and trail corridors;
d. The location of any proposed wetland area(s) to be created through mitigation measures; and
e. The location of any proposed wetland alteration or fill.
2. In the report:
a. Description of the wetland by classification and general condition of wetland;
b. Description of vegetation species and community types present in the wetland and surrounding
buffer;
c. Description of soil types within the wetland and the surrounding buffer using the USDA Soil
Conservation Service soil classification system;
d. Description of hydrologic regime and findings;
e. Description of habitat features present and determination of actual use of the wetland by any
endangered, threatened, rare, sensitive, or unique species of plants or wildlife as listed by the
federal government or state of Washington;
f. Description of existing wetland and buffer functions and values;
g. Description of any proposed alteration to the wetland or its buffer including, but not limited to,
filling, dredging, modification for storm water detention, clearing, grading, restoring, enhancing,
grazing or other physical activities that change the existing vegetation, hydrology, soils or habitat;
h. If applicable, description of potential impacts to wetland functions and values and description of
any proposed mitigation measures; and
i. Description of local, state, and federal regulations and permit requirements.
E. Additional Stream Report Requirements. In addition, for streams (including drainage ditches), reports
shall include the following information:
1. On the map:
a. The location of the ordinary high water mark;
b. The toe of any slope twenty-five percent or greater within twenty-five feet of the ordinary high
water mark;
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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c. The location of any proposed or existing stream crossing, utility easements, rights-of-way and
trails; and
d. The edge of the existing one-hundred-year floodplain and, if applicable, the edge of the
floodway.
2. In the report:
a. Characterization of riparian (streamside) vegetation species, composition, and habitat function;
b. Description of the soil types adjacent to and underlying the stream, using the Soil Conservation
Service soil classification system;
c. Determination of the presence or absence of fish, and reference sources; and
d. When stream alteration is proposed, include stream width and flow, stability of the channel, type
of substratum, discussions of infiltration capacity and biofiltration as compared to the stream prior to
alteration, presence of hydrologically linked wetlands, analysis of fish and wildlife habitat, and
proposed floodplain limits.
F. Additional Flood Hazard Report Requirements. In addition, for areas in flood hazards, reports shall
include the following information:
1. On the map:
a. The location of all floodplains in the development;
b. The location of the floodway where it has been delineated on the most recent Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM);
c. Where basin plans have been completed and adopted, the location of the floodplain and
floodways shall be based upon the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis;
d. Identification of all proposed structures and grading within the floodplain.
2. In the report:
a. Identify how the boundaries of the floodways and floodplain were determined;
b. Record the elevation of National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) of the lowest floor of all new
or substantially improved structures proposed in the existing floodplain.
G. Additional Geologically Hazardous Area Report Requirements. For geologically hazardous areas,
reports shall include the following information:
1. On the map:
a. All geologically hazardous areas within or adjacent to the project area or that have potential to be
affected by the proposal;
b. The top and toe of slope (Note: These should be located and flagged in the field subject to city
staff review);
c. The location of any existing or proposed trails or utility corridors; and
d. All drainage plans for discharge of storm water runoff from developed areas.
2. In the report:
a. A geological description of the site;
b. A discussion of any evidence of existing instability, significant erosion or seepage on the slope;
c. A discussion of the depth of weathered or loosened soil on the site and the nature of the
weathered and underlying basement soils;
d. An estimate of load capacity, including surface water and groundwater conditions, public and
private sewage disposal system, fill and excavations, and all structural development;
e. Recommendations for building limitations, structural foundations, and an estimate of foundation
settlement;
f. A complete discussion of the potential impacts of seismic activity on the site;
g. Recommendations for management of storm water for any development above the top of slope;
h. A description of the nature and extent of any colluvium or slope debris near the toe of slope in
the vicinity of any proposed development; and
i. Recommendations for appropriate building setbacks, grading restrictions, and vegetation
management and erosion control for any proposed development in the vicinity of the geologically
hazardous areas.
H. Additional Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Habitat Report Requirements.
1. In the Report. An assessment of habitats including the following site and proposal related
information:
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a. A detailed description of vegetation on and adjacent to the project area;
b. Identification of any species of local importance; priority species; or endangered, threatened,
sensitive or candidate species that have a primary association with habitat on or adjacent to the
project area, and assessment of potential project impacts to the use of the site by the species;
c. A discussion of any federal, state, or local species management recommendations, including the
state Department of Fish and Wildlife habitat management recommendations, that have been
developed for species or habitat located on or adjacent to the project area;
d. A detailed discussion of the potential impacts on habitat by the project, including potential
impacts to water quality;
e. A discussion of measures, including avoidance, minimization, and lastly mitigation, proposed to
preserve existing habitats and restore any habitat that was degraded prior to the current proposed
land use activity and to be conducted in accordance with the mitigation sequencing; and
f. A discussion of ongoing management practices that will protect habitat after the project site has
been developed, including proposed monitoring and maintenance programs.
22.80.080
Protection and Mitigation Measures.
The city of Monroe will use the following methods and mechanisms to accomplish the purposes of the
critical areas regulations. This section shall be applied to all approved development applications and
alterations when action is taken to implement the proposed action.
A. Native Growth Protection Easements. A native growth protection easement (NGPE) is an easement
granted to the city for the protection of a critical area and/or its associated buffer. NGPEs shall be required
as specified in these rules and shall be recorded on all subdivisions, short subdivisions, and final
development permits and all documents of title and with the county recorder at the applicant’s expense. The
required language is as follows:
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Dedication of a Native Growth Protection Easement (NGPE) conveys to the public a beneficial
interest in the land within the easement. This interest includes the preservation of existing vegetation
for all purposes that benefit the public health, safety and welfare, including control of surface water
and erosion, maintenance of slope stability, visual and aural buffering, and protection of plant and
animal habitat. The NGPE imposes upon all present and future owners and occupiers of land
subject to the easement the obligation, enforceable on behalf of the public of the city of Monroe, to
leave undisturbed all trees and other vegetation within the easement. The vegetation in the
easement may not be cut, pruned, covered by fill, removed, or damaged without express permission
from the city of Monroe, which permission must be obtained in writing.
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Before beginning and during the course of any grading, building construction or other development
activity on a lot or development site subject to the NGPE, the common boundary between the
easement and the area of development activity must be fenced or otherwise marked to the
satisfaction of the city of Monroe.
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B. Critical Area Tracts. Critical area tracts are legally created nonbuilding lots containing critical areas and
their buffers that shall remain undeveloped pursuant to the critical areas regulations. Separate critical area
tracts are an integral part of the lot in which they are created; are not intended for sale, lease or transfer;
and shall be incorporated in the area of the parent lot for purposes of subdivision and method of allocation
and minimum lot size. The following development proposals shall identify such areas as separate tracts:
1. Subdivisions
2. Short subdivisions

476
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Responsibility for maintaining tracts shall be held by a homeowners association, adjacent lot owners, the
permit applicant or designee, or other appropriate entity as approved by the city of Monroe.
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The following note shall appear on the face of all subdivisions and short subdivisions and shall be recorded
on the title for all affected lots:
NOTE: All lots adjoining separate tracts identified as Native Growth Protection Easements are jointly
and severally responsible for the maintenance and protection of the tracts. Maintenance includes
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ensuring that no alteration occurs within the separate tracts and that vegetation remains undisturbed
unless the express written permission of the city of Monroe has been received.
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C. Building Setback Line (BSBL). Unless otherwise specified, a minimum BSBL of ten feet is required from
the edge of any separate tract, buffer or NGPE, whichever is greatest.
D. Marking and/or Fencing.
1. Temporary Markers. The outer perimeter of the wetland or buffer and the limits of these areas to be
disturbed pursuant to an approved permit or authorization shall be marked in the field so no
unauthorized intrusion will occur and is subject to inspection by the zoning administrator or their
designee prior to the commencement of permitted activities. This temporary marking shall be maintained
throughout construction and shall not be removed until directed by the zoning administrator, or until
permanent signs and/or fencing, if required, are in place.
2. Permanent Marking and/or Fencing. Following the implementation of an approved development plan
or alteration, the outer perimeter of the critical area or buffer that is not disturbed shall be permanently
identified. This identification shall include permanent wood or metal signs on treated wood or metal
posts. Signs shall be worded as follows:
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Protection of this natural area is in your care.
Alteration or disturbance is prohibited. Please call the city of Monroe for more information.
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The city shall approve sign locations during review of the development proposal. Along residential
boundaries, the signs shall be at least four by six inches in size and spaced one per lot or every one
hundred fifty feet for lots whose boundaries exceed one hundred fifty feet. At road endings, crossings, and
other areas where public access to the critical area is allowed, the sign shall be a minimum of eighteen by
twenty-four inches in size and spaced one every one hundred fifty feet.
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Domestic grazing animals shall be excluded from stream, wetlands, and associated buffers by permanent
fencing when necessary unless otherwise approved by the city.
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The fencing may provide limited access to the stream or wetland for stock watering purposes, but shall
minimize bank disturbance.
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The city may require permanent fencing where there is a substantial likelihood of the presence of domestic
grazing animals with the development proposal. The city shall also require such fencing when, subsequent
to approval of the development proposal, domestic grazing animals are in fact introduced. The city may use
any appropriate enforcement actions including, but not limited to, fines, abatement, or permit denial to
ensure compliance.
E. Monitoring. The city will require monitoring in development proposals where alteration of critical areas or
their buffers are approved. Such monitoring shall be an element of the required mitigation plan and shall
document and track impacts of development on the functions and values of critical areas, and the success
and failure of mitigation requirements. Monitoring may include, but is not limited to:
1. Establishing vegetation transects or plots to track changes in plant species composition over time;
2. Using aerial or other photography to evaluate vegetation community response;
3. Sampling surface waters and groundwaters to determine pollutant loading;
4. Measuring base flow rates and storm water runoff to model and evaluate water quantity predictions;
5. Measuring sedimentation rates; and
6. Sampling fish and wildlife populations to determine habitat utilization, species abundance, and
diversity.
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The property owner will be required to submit monitoring data and reports to the city on an annual basis or
other schedule as required by the zoning administrator. Monitoring shall continue for a period of five years
or for a period necessary to establish that the mitigation performance standards have been met.
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When monitoring reveals a significant deviation from predicted impacts or a failure of mitigation measures,
the applicant shall be responsible for appropriate corrective action. Contingency plans developed as part of
the original mitigation plan shall apply, but may be modified to address a specific deviation or failure.
Contingency plan measures shall be subject to the monitoring requirement to the same extent as the
original mitigation measures.
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As a condition of approval for any project for which monitoring is required pursuant to this section, the
applicant shall be required to record the monitoring requirements on a form approved by the city of Monroe
so that subsequent purchasers of the property subject to the monitoring requirements are bound by and
aware of the requirements.
F. Notice on Title.
1. In order to inform subsequent purchasers of real property of the existence of critical areas, the
owner of any real property containing a critical area or buffer on which a development proposal is
submitted shall file a notice with the recordings division of Snohomish County. The notice shall state the
presence of the critical area or buffer on the property, of the application of this title to the property, and
the fact that limitations on actions in or affecting the critical area or buffer may exist. The notice shall run
with the property.
2. This notice on title shall not be required for a development proposal by a public agency or public or
private utility:
a. Within a recorded easement or right-of-way;
b. Where the agency or utility has been adjudicated the right to an easement or right-of-way; or
c. On the site of a permanent public facility.
3. The applicant shall submit proof that the notice has been filed for public record before the city of
Monroe approves any development proposal for the property or, in the case of subdivisions and short
subdivisions, at or before recording.
G. Fees. The applicant is responsible for the initiation, preparation, submission, and expense of all required
reports, assessment(s), studies, plans, reconnaissance(s), peer review by qualified consultants, and other
work prepared in support of, or necessary for, the city of Monroe critical areas review processing.
H. Performance Standards. Subdivisions and short subdivisions of land in critical areas and associated
buffers are subject to the following:
1. Land that is wholly within a critical area or associated buffer may not be subdivided.
2. Land that is partially within a critical area or associated buffer area may be subdivided; provided,
that an accessible and contiguous portion of each new lot is:
a. Located outside the critical area and buffer; and
b. Large enough to accommodate the intended use.
3. Accessory roads and utilities serving the proposed subdivision may be permitted within the critical
area and associated buffer only if the zoning administrator determines that no other feasible alternative
exists and when consistent with this chapter.
I. Limited Density Transfer – Density Credit of Critical Areas.
1. An owner of property containing a critical area may be permitted to transfer the density attributed to
the critical area to another, not containing a critical area(s) or its buffer, portion of the same site or
property, subject to the limitations of this section.
2. Up to one hundred percent of the density that could be achieved on the critical area and buffer
portion of the site can be transferred to a portion of the site not containing a critical area, subject to:
a. The density limitation of the underlying zoning classification;
b. The minimum lot size of the underlying zoning classification may be reduced by thirty percent in
order to accommodate the transfer in densities;
c. All other applicable standards established in Title 22 MMC, including, but not limited to, zoning
lot area, lot coverage, and setback requirements, shall be met; and
d. The area to which density is transferred shall not be constrained by other critical areas
regulation.
22.80.090
Wetland Development Standards.
A. General Standards. Activities and uses shall be prohibited from wetlands and wetland buffers, except as
provided by this chapter. The following activities may only be permitted in a wetland or wetland buffer if the
applicant can demonstrate that the activity will result in no net loss of the functions and values of the
wetland and other critical areas:
1. Category I Wetlands. Activities and uses shall be prohibited from Category I wetlands, except as
provided in the public agency and utility exception, reasonable use exception, and variance sections of
this chapter.
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2. Category II and III Wetlands. The following standards shall apply to Category II and III wetlands:
a. Water-dependent activities as provided for under the city’s shoreline master program may be
allowed where there are no practicable alternatives that would have a less adverse impact on the
wetland and other critical areas.
b. Where non-water-dependent activities are proposed, it shall be presumed that alternative
locations are available, and activities and uses shall be prohibited, unless the applicant
demonstrates that:
i. The basic project purpose cannot reasonably be accommodated on another site in the
general region and successfully avoid, or result in less adverse impacts on, a wetland or its
buffer;
ii. There are no feasible alternative designs of the project as proposed that would avoid, or
result in less of an adverse impact on, a wetland or its buffer, such as a reduction in the size,
scope, configuration, or density of the project.
3. Category IV Wetlands. Activities and uses that result in unavoidable and necessary impacts may be
permitted in Category IV wetlands and associated buffers in accordance with an approved critical areas
report and mitigation plan, and only if the proposed activity is the only reasonable alternative that will
accomplish the applicant’s objective.
4. Property Access. Any wetland may be altered with the least possible impact and to the minimum
extent necessary to gain access to developable property when no other alternative access exists.
Alteration proposals shall be subject to city review and shall require compensation pursuant to a
mitigation plan (see MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures).
5. Storm Water Management. Storm water management facilities are not allowed in wetlands. Storm
water management facilities, limited to storm water dispersion outfall and bioswales, may be allowed
within the outer twenty-five percent of the buffer of Category III and IV wetlands only; provided, that:
a. No other location is feasible; and
b. The location of such facilities will not degrade the functions and values of the wetland.
6. Trails. Public and private trails may be allowed within all buffers where it can be demonstrated in a
critical areas report that the wetland and wetland buffer functions and values will not be degraded by
trail construction or use. Trail planning, construction, and maintenance shall adhere to the following
criteria:
a. Trail alignment shall follow a path beyond a distance from the wetland edge equal to seventy-five
percent of the buffer width except as needed to access viewing platforms. Trails may be placed on
existing levees or railroad grades within these limits;
b. Trails shall be constructed of pervious materials. The trail surface shall meet all other
requirements, including water quality standards set forth in the storm water manual adopted in MMC
15.01.025;
c. Trail alignment shall avoid trees in excess of six inches in diameter of any tree trunk at a height
of four and one-half feet above the ground on the upslope side of the tree. Unavoidable impacts to
trees shall be mitigated at a three to one replacement ratio;
d. Trail construction and maintenance shall follow the U.S. Forest Service Trails Management
Handbook (FSH 2309.18, June 1987) and Standard Specifications for Construction of Trails (EM7720-102, June 1984 or as revised);
e. Access trails to viewing platforms within the wetland may be provided. Trail access and platforms
shall be aligned and constructed to minimize disturbance to valuable functions of the wetland or its
buffer and still provide enjoyment of the resource;
f. Buffer widths shall be increased, where possible, equal to the width of the trail corridor, including
disturbed areas; and
g. Equestrian trails shall provide measures to assure that runoff from the trail does not directly
discharge to the wetland.
7. Utilities. Public and private utility corridors may be allowed within wetland buffers for Category II, III,
and IV wetlands when no lesser impacting alternative alignment is feasible, and wetland and wetland
buffer functions and values will not be degraded. Utilities, whenever possible, shall be constructed in
existing, improved roads, drivable surface or shoulder, subject to compliance with road and
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maintenance BMPs, or within an existing utility corridor. Otherwise, corridor alignment, construction,
restoration and maintenance shall adhere to the following criteria:
a. Corridor alignment shall follow a path beyond a distance from the wetland edge equal to
seventy-five percent of the buffer width, except when crossing a Category IV wetland and its buffer;
b. Corridor construction and maintenance shall maintain and protect the hydrologic and hydraulic
functions of the wetland and the buffer;
c. Corridors shall be fully revegetated with appropriate native vegetation upon completion of
construction; and
d. Utilities requiring maintenance roads shall be prohibited in wetland buffers unless the following
criteria are met:
i. There are no lesser impacting alternatives;
ii. Any required maintenance roads shall be no greater than fifteen feet wide. Roads shall
closely approximate the location of the utility to minimize disturbances; and
iii. The maintenance road shall be constructed of pervious materials and designed to maintain
and protect the hydrologic functions of the wetland and its buffer.
B. Best Available Science. Any approval of alterations of impacts to a wetland or its buffer shall be
supported by the best available science.
C. Native Growth Protection Easement/Critical Area Tract. As part of the implementation of approved
development applications and alterations, wetlands and their buffers that remain undeveloped pursuant to
the critical areas regulations, in accordance with MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures, shall
be designated as native growth protection easements (NGPE). Any wetland and its associated buffer
created as compensation for approved alterations shall also be designated as an NGPE. When the subject
development is a formal subdivision or short subdivision, wetlands and their buffers shall be placed in a
critical areas tract instead of an NGPE, as described in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation
Measures.
D. Buffer Requirements. The following buffer widths have been established in accordance with the best
available science. They are based on the category of wetland and the habitat score as determined by a
qualified wetland professional using the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington:
2014 Update (Ecology Publication No. 14-06-029, or as revised and approved by Ecology). The adjacent
land use intensity is assumed to be high.
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Wetland buffers shall not include areas that are functionally and effectively disconnected from the wetland
by a paved road or other substantially developed surface. This includes parking lots, walkways, and lawns
that are of sufficient width and characteristic use such that buffer functions are not provided.
1. For wetlands that score five six points or more for habitat function, the buffers in Table
22.80.090(D)(1) can be used if both of the following criteria are met:
a. A relatively undisturbed, vegetated corridor at least one hundred feet wide is protected between
the wetland and any other priority habitats as defined by the Washington State Department of Fish
and Wildlife. The latest definitions of priority habitats and their locations are available on the WDFW
website at:
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http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phshabs.htm.
The corridor must be protected for the entire distance between the wetland and the priority habitat
by some type of legal protection such as a conservation easement.
Presence or absence of a nearby habitat must be confirmed by a qualified biologist. If no option for
providing a corridor is available, Table Table 22.80.090(D)(1) may be used with the required
measures in Table 22.80.090(D)(2) alone.
b. The measures in Table 22.80.090(D)(2) are implemented, where applicable, to minimize the
impacts of the adjacent land uses.
2. For wetlands that score three to four five habitat points, only the measures in Table 22.80.090(D)(2)
are required for the use of Table 22.80.090(D)(1).
3. If an applicant chooses not to apply the mitigation measures in Table 22.80.090(D)(2), or is unable
to provide a protected corridor where available, then Table 22.80.090(D)(3) must be used.
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4. The buffer widths in Tables 22.80.090(D)(1) and 22.80.090(D)(3) assume that the buffer is
vegetated with a native plant community appropriate for the ecoregion. If the existing buffer is
unvegetated, sparsely vegetated, or vegetated with invasive species that do not perform needed
functions, the buffer should either be planted to create the appropriate plant community or the buffer
should be widened to ensure that adequate functions of the buffer are provided.
Table 22.80.090(D)(1):
Wetland Buffer Requirements for Western Washington
if Table 22.80.090(D)(2) Is Implemented and Corridor Provided
Buffer width (in feet)
based on habitat score
Wetland Category
Category I: Based on total score

3–5

56-7

8–9

75

11005

225

Category I: Bogs and wetlands of
high conservation value

190

225

Category I: Forested

75

11005

225

Category II: Based on score

75

11005

225

Category III (all)

60

11005

225

Category IV (all)

40

697

Disturbance
Lights
Noise

Toxic runoff

Storm water
runoff

Change in
water regime
Pets and
human
disturbance
Dust

Table 22.80.090(D)(2):
Required Measures to Minimize Impacts to Wetlands
(measures are required if applicable to a specific proposal)
Required Measures to Minimize Impacts
• Direct lights away from wetland
• Locate activity that generates noise away from wetland
• If warranted, enhance existing buffer with native vegetation plantings adjacent
to noise source
• For activities that generate relatively continuous, potentially disruptive noise,
such as certain heavy industry or mining, establish an additional 10-ft. heavily
vegetated buffer strip immediately adjacent to the outer wetland buffer
• Route all new, untreated runoff away from wetland while ensuring wetland is
not dewatered
• Establish covenants limiting use of pesticides within 150 ft. of wetland
• Apply integrated pest management
• Retrofit storm water detention and treatment for roads and existing adjacent
development
• Prevent channelized flow from lawns that directly enters the buffer
• Use low impact development techniques (for more information refer to
Chapter 15.01 MMC)
• Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into buffer new runoff from impervious
surfaces and new lawns
• Use privacy fencing OR plant dense vegetation to delineate buffer edge and
to discourage disturbance using vegetation appropriate for the ecoregion
• Place wetland and its buffer in a separate tract or protect with a conservation
easement
• Use best management practices to control dust

698
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Table 22.80.090(D)(3):
Wetland Buffer Requirements for Western Washington
if Table 22.80.090(D)(2) Is Not Implemented or Corridor Not Provided
Buffer width (in feet)
based on habitat score
Wetland Category
Category I: Based on total score

3 – 54

6 - 75

8–9

100

1540

300

Category I: Bogs and wetlands of high
conservation value

300

Category I: Forested

100

1540

300

Category II: Based on score

100

1540

300

Category III (all)

80

1540

300

Category IV (all)
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250

50

E. Additional Buffers. The city may require increased buffer sizes as necessary to protect wetlands when
either the wetland is particularly sensitive to disturbance or the development poses unusual impacts.
Examples of circumstances that may require buffers beyond minimum requirements include, but are not
limited to:
1. Unclassified uses;
2. The wetland is in a critical drainage basin;
3. The wetland is a critical fish habitat for spawning or rearing as determined by the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife;
4. The wetland serves an important groundwater recharge area as determined by a groundwater
management plan;
5. The wetland acts as habitat for endangered, threatened, rare, sensitive, or monitor species;
6. The land adjacent to the wetland and its associated buffer and included in the development proposal
is classified as an erosion hazard area; or
7. A trail or utility corridor in excess of ten percent of the buffer width is proposed for inclusion in the
buffer.
F. Buffer Averaging. The city will consider the allowance of wetland buffer averaging only when the buffer
area width after averaging will not adversely impact the critical area and/or buffer functions and values. At a
minimum, any proposed buffer averaging must also meet the following criteria:
1. The buffer area after averaging is no less than that which would be contained within the standard
buffer; and
2. The buffer width shall not be reduced by more than twenty-five percent at any one point as a result
of the buffer averaging.
G. Additional Wetland Mitigation Requirements. No net loss of wetland functions and values shall occur as
a result of the overall project. If a wetland alteration is allowed, then the associated impacts will be
considered unavoidable and the following mitigation measures to minimize and reduce wetland impacts
shall be required, in addition to the requirements in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures.
1. Restoration/rehabilitation is required when a wetland (or stream) or its buffers has been altered on
the site in violation of city regulations prior to development approval and as a consequence its functions
and values have been degraded. Restoration is also required when the alteration occurs in violation of
city regulations during the construction of an approved development proposal. At a minimum, all
impacted areas shall be restored to their previous condition pursuant to an approved mitigation plan.
2. Restoration/rehabilitation is required when a wetland (or stream) or its buffers will be temporarily
altered during the construction of an approved development proposal. At a minimum, all impacted areas
shall be restored to their previous condition pursuant to an approved mitigation plan.
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3. Compensation. The overall aim of compensation is no net loss of wetland and/or buffer functions on
a development site. Compensation includes replacement or enhancement of wetlands and/or buffer
(stream) depending on the scope of the approved alteration and what is needed to maintain or improve
wetland and/or buffer functions. Compensation for approved wetland and/or buffer alterations shall meet
the following minimum performance standards and shall occur pursuant to an approved mitigation plan.
4. Mitigation shall achieve equivalent or greater biological functions. Mitigation plans shall be
consistent with the State Department of Ecology Wetland Mitigation in Washington State, Parts 1 and 2
(Publications No. 06-06-011a and b, 2006), as revised.
a. Preference of Mitigation Actions. Mitigation actions that require compensation shall occur in the
following order of preference:
i. Restoring wetlands on upland sites that were formerly wetlands.
ii. Creating wetlands on disturbed upland sites such as those with vegetation cover consisting
primarily of exotic introduced species.
iii. Enhancing significantly degraded wetlands only after a minimum one-to-one replacement
ratio has been met.
b. On Site and In-Kind. Unless otherwise approved, all wetland impacts shall be compensated for
through restoration or creation of replacement wetlands that are in-kind, on site, and of similar or
better wetland category. Mitigation shall be timed prior to or concurrent with the approved alteration
and shall have a high probability of success. The following ratios shall apply to wetland restoration
and creation for mitigation:
Table 22.80.090(G)(1):
Wetland Mitigation Replacement Ratios
Category and Type of
Wetland
I (Bog and wetlands of
high conservation value)
I (Mature forested)

756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771
772

Creation or
Reestablishment
Not considered
possible
6:1

Rehabilitation

Enhancement

Case by case

Case by case

12:1

24:1

I (Based on functions)

4:1

8:1

16:1

II

3:1

6:1

12:1

III

2:1

4:1

8:1

IV

1.5:1

3:1

6:1

c. Off Site and In-Kind. The city may consider and approve off-site compensation where the
applicant can demonstrate that equivalent or greater biological and hydrological functions and
values will be achieved. The compensation may include restoration, creation, or enhancement of
wetland or streams so long as the project is within the same subdrainage basin. The compensation
formulas required in subsection (G)(4)(c) of this section shall apply for off-site compensation as well.
d. Increased Replacement Ratios. The zoning administrator may increase the ratios under the
following circumstances:
i. Uncertainty exists as to the probable success of the proposed restoration or creation due to
an unproven methodology or proponent; or
ii. A significant period will elapse between impact and replication of wetland functions; or
iii. The impact was unauthorized.
5. Decreased Replacement Ratios. The city may decrease the ratios required in subsection (G)(4)(c) of
this section when all the following criteria are met:
a. A minimum replacement ratio of one to one will be maintained;
b. Documentation by a qualified wetlands specialist demonstrates that the proposed mitigation
actions have a very high rate of success;
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c. Documentation by a qualified wetlands specialist demonstrates that the proposed mitigation
actions will provide functions and values that are significantly greater than the wetland being
impacted; and
d. The proposed mitigation actions are conducted in advance of the impact and have been shown
to be successful.
6. Credit/Debit Method. To more fully protect functions and values, and as an alternative to the
mitigation ratios found in the joint guidance “Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Parts I and II”
(Ecology Publication No. 06-06-011a and b, Olympia, WA, March, 2006), the zoning administrator may
allow mitigation based on the “credit/debit” method developed by the Department of Ecology in
“Calculating Credits and Debits for Compensatory Mitigation in Wetlands of Western Washington: Final
Report” (Ecology Publication No. 10-06-011, Olympia, WA, March 2012), or as revised.
7. Wetland Enhancement as Mitigation.
a. Impacts to wetlands may be mitigated by enhancement of existing significantly degraded
wetlands only after a one-to-one minimum acreage replacement ratio has been satisfied. Applicants
proposing to enhance wetlands must produce a critical areas report that identifies how enhancement
will increase the functions and values of the degraded wetland and how this increase will adequately
mitigate for the loss of wetland function at the impact site.
b. At a minimum, enhancement acreage shall be four times the acreage required for creation
acreage under subsection (G)(4)(c) of this section. The ratios shall be greater than four times the
required acreage when the enhancement proposal would result in minimal gain in the performance
of wetland functions currently provided in the wetland.
c. Mitigation Plans for Alterations to Wetlands and Wetland Buffers. Mitigation plans shall be
consistent with the State Department of Ecology Wetland Mitigation in Washington State, Parts 1
and 2 (Publications No. 06-06-011a and b, 2006), or as revised. At a minimum, the following
components shall be included in a complete mitigation plan:
i. Baseline Information. Provide existing conditions information for both the impacted critical
area and the proposed mitigation site as described in MMC 22.80.070(C), General Critical Area
Report Requirements, and MMC 22.80.070(D), Additional Wetland Report Requirements.
ii. Environmental Goals and Objectives. The mitigation plan shall include a written report
identifying environmental goals and objectives of the compensation proposed and include:
(1) A description of the anticipated impacts to the critical areas and the mitigating actions
proposed and the purposes of the compensation measures, including the site selection
criteria, identification of compensation goals, identification of resource functions, and dates
for beginning and completing site compensation construction activities. The goals and
objectives shall be related to the functions and values of the impacted critical area; and
(2) A review of the best available science supporting the proposed mitigation.
iii. Performance Standards. The mitigation plan shall include measurable specific criteria for
evaluating whether or not the goals and objectives of the mitigation project have been
successfully attained and whether or not the requirements of this chapter have been met. They
may include water quality standards, species richness and diversity targets, habitat diversity
indices, or other ecological, geological, or hydrological criteria.
iv. Detailed Construction Plan. These are the written specifications and descriptions of
mitigation techniques. This plan should include the proposed construction sequencing, grading
and excavation details, erosion and sedimentation control features, a native planting plan, and
detailed site diagrams and any other drawings appropriate to show construction techniques or
anticipated final outcome.
v. Monitoring and/or Evaluation Program. The mitigation plan shall include a program for
monitoring construction of the compensation project, and for assessing a completed project. A
protocol shall be included outlining the schedule for site monitoring, and how the monitoring data
will be evaluated to determine if the performance standards are being met. A monitoring report
shall be submitted as needed to document milestones, successes, problems, and contingency
actions of the compensation project. The compensation project shall be monitored for a minimum
of five years, ten years when establishing woody vegetation, or a period necessary to establish
that performance standards have been met.
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vi. Contingency Plan. This section identifies potential courses of action, and any corrective
measures to be taken when monitoring or evaluation indicates projected performance standards
have not been met.
8. Wetland Mitigation Banks. An alternative to on-site permittee-responsible mitigation involves use of
wetland mitigation banks.
a. Credits from a wetland mitigation bank may be approved for use as compensation for
unavoidable impacts to wetlands when:
i. The bank is certified under state rules (Chapter 173-700 WAC);
ii. The city determines that the wetland mitigation bank provides appropriate compensation for
the authorized impacts; and
iii. The proposed use of credits is consistent with the terms and conditions of the certified bank
instrument.
b. Replacement ratios for projects using bank credits shall be consistent with replacement ratios
specified in the certified bank instrument.
c. Credits from a certified wetland mitigation bank may be used to compensate for impacts located
within the service area specified in the certified bank instrument.
22.80.100
Stream Development Standards.
A. General Standards. Activities may only be permitted in a stream or stream buffer if the applicant can
show that the proposed activity will not degrade the functions and values of the stream, stream buffer, or
other critical area.
1. Type 1S Streams. Activities and uses in Type S streams and associated buffers shall be regulated
consistent within the City of Monroe Shoreline Master Program, as adopted by MMC Chapter 22.82.
2. Type F Streams, 2, and 3 Streams. Activities and uses shall be prohibited in Type 1, 2, and 3F streams
except as provided for in the public agency and utility exception, reasonable use exception, and variance
sections of this chapter (see MMC 22.80.050, Applicability, Exemptions, and Exceptions).
2. Type 4 and 5Np and Ns Streams. Activities and uses that result in unavoidable and necessary
impacts may be permitted in Type 4 Np and Ns5 streams and buffers in accordance with an approved
critical areas report and mitigation plan, and only if the proposed activity is the only reasonable
alternative that will accomplish the applicant’s objectives.
3. Stream Crossings. Stream crossings shall be minimized, but when necessary they shall conform to
the following standards as well as other applicable laws (see the state Department of Fish and Wildlife,
or Ecology).
a. The stream crossing is the only reasonable alternative that has the least impact;
b. It has been shown in the critical areas report that the proposed crossing will not decrease the
stream and associated buffer functions and values;
c. All stream crossings using culverts shall use super span or oversized culverts with appropriate
fish enhancement measures. Culverts shall not obstruct fish passage;
d. All stream crossings shall be constructed during the summer low flow period between June 15th
and September 15th or as specified by the state Department of Fish and Wildlife in the hydraulic
project approval;
e. Stream crossings shall not occur through salmonid spawning areas unless no other feasible
crossing site exists;
f. Bridge piers or abutments shall not be placed in either the floodway or between the ordinary high
water marks unless no other feasible alternative placement exists;
g. Stream crossings shall not diminish the flood-carrying capacity of the stream;
h. Stream crossings shall provide for maintenance of culverts and bridges; and
i. Stream crossings shall be minimized by serving multiple properties whenever possible.
4. Relocations. Type 4 Np streams beyond one-quarter mile of a stream with salmonidsproviding fish
habitat and Type 5 Np streams may be relocated with appropriate floodplain protection measures under
the following conditions:
a. Stream and buffer functions in the relocated stream section must be equal to or greater than the
functions and values provided by the stream and buffer prior to relocation;
b. The equivalent base flood storage volume shall be maintained;
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c. There shall be no impact to local groundwater;
d. There shall be no increase in water velocity;
e. There is no interbasin transfer of water;
f. The relocation shall occur on-site and shall not result in additional encumbrances on neighboring
properties unless necessary easements and waivers are obtained from affected property owners;
g. The alteration conforms to other applicable laws or rules, including erosion control in accordance
with the city of Monroe public works design and construction standards;
h. The required mitigation plan has been reviewed and approved by the city of Monroe; and
i. The studies required in the critical areas regulations section of these regulations shall be
submitted and approved.
5. Trails. The criteria for alignment, construction, and maintenance of trails within wetlands and their
buffers shall apply to trails within stream buffers. The criteria for stream crossings shall also apply.
6. Utilities. The criteria for alignment, construction, and maintenance within the wetland buffers shall
apply to utility corridors within stream buffers. In addition, corridors shall not be aligned parallel with any
stream channel unless the corridor is outside the buffer, and crossings shall be minimized. Crossings
shall be contained within the existing footprint of an existing road or utility crossing where possible.
Otherwise, crossings shall be at an angle greater than sixty degrees to the centerline of the channel.
The criteria for stream crossing shall also apply.
7. Floodway-Dependent Structures. Floodway-dependent structures or installations may be permitted
within streams if allowed or approved by other ordinances or other agencies with jurisdiction.
8. Stream Channel Stabilization. Stream bank stabilization shall only be allowed when it is shown,
through a stream bank stability assessment conducted by a qualified fluvial geomorphologist or
hydraulic engineer, that such stabilization is required for public safety reasons, that no other less
intrusive actions are possible, and that the stabilization will not degrade in-stream or downstream
channel stability. Stream bank stabilization shall conform to the Integrated Streambank Protection
Guidelines developed by the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2002 or as revised.
B. Best Available Science. Any approval of alterations of impacts to a stream or its buffers shall be
supported by the best available science.
C. Native Growth Protection Easement/Critical Areas Tract. As part of the implementation of approved
development applications and alterations, streams and their buffers shall remain undeveloped pursuant to
the critical areas regulations, in accordance with MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures, and
shall be designated as native growth protection easements (NGPE) or as native growth protection tract(s)
(NGPT). Such designation shall apply to all streams and their required buffers, These include Type 1, 2, 3,
and 4 streams when located within one-quarter mile of a stream with salmonids, unless the city has waived
the NGPE / NGPT requirements (see below), or where the alteration section expressly exempts Type 5 Np
or Ns streams and Type 4 streams, when beyond one-quarter mile of a stream with salmonids, from an
NGPE / NGPT. Where a stream or its buffer has been altered on the site prior to approval of the
development proposal, the area altered shall be restored using native plants and materials. The restoration
work shall be done pursuant to an approved mitigation plan.
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The city may waive the NGPE requirements on Type 4 Np and Ns streams, when located beyond onequarter mile of a stream with salmonids, and Type 5 streams and their buffers if all the following criteria are
met:
1. The stream does not flow directly into a stream used by salmonids;
2. The stream is not in a critical drainage basin;
3. All buffer, building setback line, and floodplain distances are identified on the appropriate documents
of title;
4. The stream channel and buffer are maintained as a vegetated open swale without altering the
channel dimensions or alignment and are recorded in a drainage easement to the city of Monroe that
requires that the channel remain open and vegetated for water quality and hydrologic purposes;
5. All clearing proposed within the stream and its buffer shall occur between April 1 and September 1,
or as further restricted by timing limits established by the state Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
shall meet all erosion and sedimentation requirements of the city;
6. There are no downstream flooding or erosion problems within one-half mile of the site;
7. The stream is not within an erosion hazard area; and
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8. No existing water wells are within or adjacent to the stream.
When the subject development is a formal subdivision or a short subdivision, the streams and their buffers
shall be placed in a critical areas tract instead of an NGPE, as described in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and
Mitigation Measures.
D. Minimum Buffers. The following buffers are the minimum requirements. All buffers shall be measured
from the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).
1. Type 1 S streams shall have a two-hundred-foot buffer on each side of the channelbuffer extending
from the OHWM as required by the City of Monroe Shoreline Master Program.
2. Type F2 streams shall have a two-hundred-foot buffer on each side of the channel.
3. Type 3 streams shall have a two-hundred-foot buffer on each side of the channel.
4. Type 4 Np streams, within a quarter mile of a stream with salmonids, shall have a buffer of one
hundred fifty feet on each side of the channel.
5. Type 4 Np streams, beyond a quarter mile of a stream with salmonids, shall have a buffer of
seventy-five feet on each side of the channel.
6. Type Ns5 streams shall have a fifty-foot buffer on each side of the channel.
7. Unclassified streams shall be assigned a rating based on the critical areas report and field
verification, and the appropriate buffer shall apply.
E. Additional Buffers. The city may require increased buffer sizes as necessary to protect streams when
either the stream is particularly sensitive to disturbances or the development poses unusual impacts.
Examples of circumstances that may require buffers beyond minimum requirements include, but are not
limited to:
1. Unclassified uses;
2. The stream is in a critical drainage basin as designated by the city of Monroe;
3. The stream reach adjacent to the development proposal serves as critical fish habitat for spawning
and rearing;
4. The stream serves as habitat for endangered, threatened, rare, sensitive, or monitor species listed
by the federal government or the state of Washington;
5. The land adjacent to the stream and its associated buffer and included within the development
proposal is classified as an erosion hazard area; or
6. A trail in excess of ten percent of the buffer width is proposed for inclusion in the buffer.
F. Buffer Reductions. The city may reduce up to twenty-five percent of the buffer requirement only if
sufficient information is available showing:
1. The applicant has demonstrated that mitigation sequencing efforts have been appropriately utilized:
avoid, minimize, and lastly mitigate;
2. The proposed buffer reduction shall be accompanied by a mitigation plan that includes enhancement
of the reduced buffer area;
3. The reduction will not adversely affect directly or indirectly the critical area and/or buffer in the short
or long term;
4. The reduction will not adversely affect water quality;
5. The reduction will not destroy, damage or disrupt a significant habitat area; and
6. The reduction is necessary for reasonable development of the subject property.
G. Buffer Averaging. The city will consider the allowance of buffer averaging only when the buffer area after
the averaging is no less than that which would be contained within the standard buffer. Additionally, the
buffer width shall not be reduced by more than twenty-five percent at any one point as a result of the buffer
averaging. The buffer width reduction will not adversely impact the critical area and/or its buffer functions
and values.
H. Additional Stream Mitigation Requirements. No net loss of stream functions and values shall occur as a
result of the overall project. The mitigation requirements for stream alterations, in addition to the
requirements in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures, shall meet the following minimum
performance standards and shall occur pursuant to an approved mitigation plan:
1. Maintain or improve stream channel dimensions, including depth, length, and gradient;
2. Restore disturbed stream buffer areas with native vegetation;
3. Create an equivalent or improved channel bed;
4. Create equivalent or improved biofiltration; and
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5. Replace disturbed stream and stream buffer habitat features and areas.
I. Mitigation Plans for Alteration to Streams and Stream Buffers. The scope and content of a mitigation
plan shall be decided on a case-by-case basis; as the impacts to the critical area increase, the mitigation
measures to offset these impacts will increase in number and complexity. At a minimum, the following
components shall be included in a complete mitigation plan:
1. Baseline Information. Provide existing conditions information for both the impacted critical areas and
the proposed mitigation site, as described in MMC 22.80.070(C), General Critical Area Report
Requirements, and MMC 22.80.070(E), Additional Stream Report Requirements.
2. Environmental Goals and Objectives. The mitigation plan shall include a written report identifying
environmental goals and objectives of the compensation proposed and including:
a. Description of the anticipated impacts to the critical areas, the mitigating actions proposed, and
the purposes of the compensation measures, including the site selection criteria, identification of
compensation goals, identification of resource functions, and dates for beginning and completing site
compensation construction activities. The goals and objectives shall be related to the functions and
values of the impacted critical area; and
b. A review of the best available science supporting the proposed mitigation.
3. Performance Standards. The mitigation plan shall include measurable specific criteria for evaluating
whether or not the goals and objectives of the mitigation project have been successfully attained and
whether or not the requirements of this chapter have been met. They may include water quality
standards, species richness and diversity targets, habitat diversity indices, or other ecological,
geological, or hydrological criteria.
4. Detailed Construction Plan. These are the written specifications and descriptions of mitigation
technique. This plan should include the proposed construction sequencing, grading and excavation
details, erosion and sedimentation control features, a native planting plan, and detailed site diagrams
and any other drawings appropriate to show construction techniques or anticipated final outcome.
5. Monitoring and/or Evaluation Program. The mitigation plan shall include a program for monitoring
construction of the compensation project, and for assessing a completed project. A protocol shall be
included outlining the schedule for site monitoring, and how the monitoring data will be evaluated to
determine if the performance standards are being met. A monitoring report shall be submitted as
needed to document milestones, successes, problems, and contingency actions of the compensation
project. The compensation project shall be monitored for five years or a period necessary to establish
that performance standards have been met.
6. Contingency Plan. This section identifies potential courses of action, and any corrective measures to
be taken when monitoring or evaluation indicates projected performance standards have not been met.
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The city of Monroe shall determine during the review of the requested studies which of the above
components shall be required as part of the mitigation plan. Key factors in this determination shall be the
size and nature of the development proposal, the nature of the impacted critical areas, and the degree of
cumulative impacts on the critical area from other development proposals.
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No plant, wildlife, or fish species not indigenous to the region shall be introduced into a habitat conservation
area unless authorized by a state or federal permit or approval.
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Mitigation sites shall be located to achieve contiguous wildlife habitat corridors in accordance with a
mitigation plan that is part of an approved critical areas report to minimize the isolating effects of
development on habitat areas, so long as mitigation of aquatic habitat is located within the same aquatic
ecosystem as the area disturbed.
B. Conditions. The zoning administrator shall condition approvals of activities allowed within or adjacent to
a habitat conservation area or its buffer, as necessary to minimize or mitigate any potential adverse
impacts. Conditions may include:

22.80.110
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas Standards.
A. General Standards. Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas may be altered only if the proposed
alteration of the habitat or the mitigation proposed does not degrade the qualitative functions and values of
the habitat. All new structures and land alterations shall be prohibited from habitat conservation areas,
except in accordance with this chapter.
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1. Establishment of buffer zones;
2. Preservation of critically important vegetation;
3. Limitation of access to the habitat area, including fencing to deter unauthorized access;
4. Seasonal restrictions of construction activities;
5. Establishment of a duration and timetable for periodic review of mitigation activities; and
6. Requirement of a performance bond, when necessary, to ensure completion.
C. Mitigation. Mitigation of alterations to habitat conservation areas shall achieve equivalent or greater
biological functions and shall include mitigation for adverse impacts upstream and downstream of the
development proposal site. Mitigation shall address each function affected by the alteration to achieve
functional equivalency or improvement on a per function basis.
D. Best Available Science. Any approval of alterations or impacts to habitat conservation area shall be
supported by the best available science.
E. Native Growth Protection Easement/Critical Area Tract. As part of the implementation of approved
development applications and alterations, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and any associated
buffers that remain undeveloped pursuant to the critical areas regulations, in accordance with MMC
22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures, shall be designated as native growth protection easements
(NGPE).
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When the subject development is a formal subdivision or a short subdivision, the fish and wildlife habitat
conservation area(s) and any associated buffers shall be placed in a critical areas tract instead of an NGPE,
as described in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures.
F. Buffers.
1. Buffer areas shall be established for areas of activity in, or adjacent to, habitat conservation areas
when needed to protect such areas. Buffers shall consist of an undisturbed area of native vegetation, or
areas identified for restoration, established to protect the integrity, function and values of the affected
habitat. Required buffer widths shall reflect the sensitivity of the habitat and type and intensity of human
activity proposed to be conducted nearby, and shall be consistent with the management
recommendations issued by the state Department of Fish and Wildlife.
2. When a species is more susceptible to adverse impacts during specific periods of the year, seasonal
restrictions may apply. Larger buffers may be required and activities may be further restricted during the
seasonal period.
G. Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Species.
1. No development shall be allowed within a habitat conservation area or any associated buffer with
which state or federally endangered, threatened, or sensitive species have a primary association.
2. Whenever activities are proposed adjacent to a habitat conservation area with which state or
federally endangered, threatened, or sensitive species have a primary association, such areas shall be
protected through the application of protection measures in accordance with a critical areas report
prepared by a qualified professional and approved by the city. Approval of alteration of land adjacent to
the habitat conservation area or any associated buffer shall not occur prior to consultation with the state
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the appropriate federal agency, if applicable.
3. Bald eagle habitat shall be protected pursuant to the Washington State Bald Eagle Protection Rules
(WAC 232-12-292).
H. Anadromous Fish.
1. Activities, uses, and alterations proposed to be located in water bodies used by anadromous fish or
in areas that affect such water bodies shall give special consideration to the preservation and
enhancement of anadromous fish habitat, including, but not limited to, the following:
a. Activities shall be timed to occur only during the allowable work window as designated by the
state Department of Fish and Wildlife;
b. An alternative alignment or location for the activity is not feasible;
c. The activity is designed so that it will minimize the degradation of the functions or values of the
fish habitat or other critical areas; and
d. Any impact to the functions and values of the habitat conservation area are mitigated in
accordance with an approved critical areas report.
2. Structures that prevent the migration of salmonids shall not be allowed in the portion of water bodies
currently or historically used by anadromous fish. Fish bypass facilities shall be provided that allow the
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upstream migration of adult fish and shall prevent juveniles migrating downstream from being trapped or
harmed.
3. Fills, when authorized, shall minimize the adverse impacts to anadromous fish and their habitat,
shall mitigate any unavoidable impacts, and shall only be allowed for water-dependent uses.
22.80.120
Flood Hazard Area Development Standards.
All development proposals in an area of special flood hazard, as defined in MMC 22.12.200, are subject to
the regulations in Chapter 14.01 MMC.
22.80.130
Geologically Hazardous Areas.
A. Designation. Geologically hazardous areas include areas susceptible to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or
other geological events. They pose a threat to the health and safety of citizens when incompatible
development is sited in areas of significant hazard. Such incompatible development may not only place
itself at risk, but may also increase the hazard to surrounding development and uses. Areas susceptible to
one or more of the following types of hazards shall be designated as a geologically hazardous area:
1. Erosion hazard;
2. Landslide hazard;
3. Seismic hazard; and
4. Other geological events including tsunami, mass wasting, debris flows, rock falls, and differential
settlement.
B. Designation of Specific Geologic Hazard Areas.
1. Erosion Hazard Areas. Erosion hazard areas are at least those areas identified by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service as having “severe” or “very
severe” rill and inter-rill erosion hazard.
2. Landslide Hazard Areas. Landslide hazard areas are areas potentially subject to landslides based
on a combination of geologic, topographic, and hydrologic factors. They include areas susceptible
because of any combination of bedrock, soil, slope (gradient), slope aspect, structure, hydrology, or
other factors. Examples of these may include, but are not limited to, the following:
a. Areas of historic failure, such as:
i. Those areas delineated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service as having a “severe” limitation for building site development; or
ii. Areas designated as quaternary slumps, earthflows, mudflows, lahars, or landslides on maps
published by the U.S. Geological Survey or Department of Natural Resources.
b. Areas with all three of the following characteristics:
i. Slopes steeper than fifteen percent; and
ii. Hillsides intersecting geologic contacts with a relatively permeable sediment overlaying a
relatively impermeable sediment or bedrock; and
iii. Springs or groundwater seepage.
c. Areas that have shown movement during the Holocene epoch (from ten thousand years ago to
the present) or that are underlain or covered by mass wastage debris of that epoch;
d. Slopes that are parallel or subparallel to planes of weakness (such as bedding planes, joint
systems, and faults) in subsurface materials;
e. Slopes having a gradient steeper than eighty percent subject to rock fall during seismic shaking;
f. Areas potentially unstable because of rapid stream incision, stream bank erosion, and
undercutting by wave action;
g. Areas located in a canyon or on an active alluvial fan, presently or potentially subject to
inundation by debris flows or catastrophic flooding; and
h. Any area with a slope of forty percent or steeper and with a vertical relief of ten or more feet
except areas composed of consolidated rock. A slope delineated by establishing its toe and top and
measured by averaging the inclination over at least ten feet of vertical relief.
3. Seismic Hazard Areas. Seismic hazard areas are subject to severe risk of damage as a result of
earthquake-induced ground shaking, slope failure, settlement, soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, or
surface failure. The strength of ground shaking is primarily affected by:
a. The magnitude of an earthquake;
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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b. The distance from the source of an earthquake;
c. The type and thickness of geologic materials at the surface; and
d. The type of subsurface geological structure.
C. Mapping of Geologically Hazardous Areas.
1. The approximate location and extent of geologically hazardous areas are shown on the adopted
critical areas maps. The adopted critical areas maps include:
a. U.S. Geological Survey landslide hazard, seismic hazard, and volcanic hazard maps;
b. Department of Natural Resources seismic hazard maps of Western Washington, as they become
available;
c. Department of Natural Resources slope stability maps, as they become available;
d. Federal Emergency Management Administration flood insurance maps; and
e. Locally adopted maps.
2. These maps are to be used as a guide for the city of Monroe, project applicants, and/or property
owners, and may be continuously updated as new critical areas are identified. They are a reference and
do not provide a final critical area designation.
D. Best Available Science. Any approval of alterations of impacts to a geologically hazardous area or any
associated buffers shall be supported by the best available science.
E. Native Growth Protection Easement/Critical Area Tract. As part of the implementation of approved
development applications and alterations, geologically hazardous areas and any associated buffers that
remain undeveloped pursuant to the critical areas regulations, in accordance with MMC 22.80.080,
Protection and Mitigation Measures, shall be designated as native growth protection easements (NGPE).
When the subject development is a formal subdivision (plat) or a short subdivision (short plat), the
geologically hazardous area(s) and any buffers shall be placed in a critical areas tract instead of an NGPE,
as described in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures.
F. Allowed Activities. The following activities are allowed in geologically hazardous areas and do not
require submission of a critical areas report:
1. Erosion and Landslide Hazard Areas. Except as otherwise provided for in this chapter, only those
activities approved and permitted consistent with an approved critical areas report in accordance with
this chapter shall be allowed.
2. Seismic Hazard Areas. The following activities are allowed within seismic hazard areas:
a. Construction of new buildings and/or additions will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.
b. Installation of fences.
3. Other Hazard Areas. The following activities areas are allowed within other geological hazard areas:
a. Construction of new buildings and/or additions will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.
b. Installation of fences.
G. Performance Standards – General Requirements.
1. Alterations of geologically hazardous areas or associated buffers may only occur for activities that:
a. Will not increase the threat of the geological hazard to adjacent properties beyond
predevelopment conditions;
b. Will not adversely impact other critical areas;
c. Are designed so that the hazard to the project is eliminated or mitigated to a level equal to or
less than predevelopment conditions; and
d. Are certified as safe as designed and under anticipated conditions by a qualified geotechnical
engineer or geologist, licensed in the state of Washington.
H. Performance Standards – Specific Hazards.
1. Erosion and Landslide Hazard Areas. Activities on sites containing erosion or landslide hazards shall
meet the following requirements:
a. Buffers Required. A buffer shall be established for all edges of erosion or landslide hazard areas.
The size of the buffer shall be determined by the city to eliminate or minimize the risk of property
damage, death, or injury resulting from erosion and landslides caused in whole or part by the
development, based upon review of and concurrence with a critical areas report prepared by a
qualified professional.
b. Minimum Buffers. The minimum buffer shall be equal to the height of the slope or fifty feet,
whichever is greater.
DRAFT Unified Development Regulations (UDR)
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c. Buffer Reduction. The buffer may be reduced to a minimum of ten feet when a qualified
professional demonstrates to the zoning administrator’s satisfaction that the reduction will
adequately protect the proposed development, adjacent developments and uses, and the subject
critical area.
d. Increased Buffer. The buffer may be increased when the zoning administrator determines a
larger buffer is necessary to prevent risk of damage to proposed and existing development.
e. Alterations. Alterations of an erosion or landslide hazard area and/or buffer may only occur for
activities for which a geotechnical analysis is submitted and certifies that:
i. The development will not increase surface water discharge or sedimentation to adjacent
properties beyond the predevelopment condition;
ii. The development will not decrease slope stability on adjacent properties; and
iii. Such alteration will not adversely impact other critical areas.
I. Design Standards. Development within an erosion or landslide hazard area and/or buffer shall be
designed to meet the following basic requirements unless it can be demonstrated that an alternative design
that deviates from one or more of these standards provides greater long-term slope stability while meeting
all other provisions of this chapter. The requirements for long-term slope stability shall exclude designs that
require regular and periodic maintenance to maintain their level of function. The basic development design
standards are:
1. The proposed development shall not decrease the factor of safety for landslide occurrences below
the limits of one and one-half for static condition and one and two-tenths for dynamic conditions.
Analysis of dynamic conditions shall be based on a minimum horizontal acceleration as established by
the current version of the International Building Code;
2. Structures and improvements shall be clustered to avoid geologically hazardous areas and other
critical areas;
3. Structures and improvements shall minimize alterations to the natural contours of the slope and
foundations shall be tiered where possible to conform to existing topography;
4. Structures and improvements shall be located to preserve the most critical portion of the site and its
natural landforms and vegetation;
5. The proposed development shall not result in greater risk or a need for increased buffers on
neighboring properties;
6. The use of retaining walls that allow the maintenance of existing natural slopes is preferred over
graded artificial slopes; and
7. Development shall be designed to minimize impervious lot coverage.
J. Vegetation. Vegetation shall be retained unless it can be shown that the removal will not increase the
geologic hazards, and a vegetation management plan is submitted with the request.
K. Seasonal Restriction. Clearing shall be allowed only from May 1st to October 1st of each year; provided,
that the city may extend or shorten the dry season on a case-by-case basis depending on the actual
weather conditions, except that timber harvest, not including brush clearing or stump removal, may be
allowed pursuant to an approved forest practices permit issued by the state Department of Natural
Resources.
L. Utility Lines and Pipes. Utility lines and pipes shall be permitted in the erosion and landslide hazard
areas only when the applicant demonstrates that no other practical alternative is available. The line or pipe
shall be located above ground and be properly anchored and/or designed so that it will continue to function
in the event of an underlying slide. Storm water conveyance shall be allowed only through a high-density
polyethylene pipe with fuse-welded joints, or similar product that is technically equal or superior.
M. Point Discharge. Point discharges from surface water facilities and roof drains onto or upstream from an
erosion or landslide hazard area shall be prohibited except as follows:
1. Conveyance via continuous storm pipe downslope to a point where there are no erosion hazard
areas downstream from the discharge; and
2. Access roads and utilities may be permitted within the erosion or landslide hazard area and
associated buffers if the city determines that no other feasible alternative exists.
N. Subdivisions. The division of land in erosion or landslide hazard areas and associated buffers is subject
to provisions established for all critical areas in MMC 22.80.080, Protection and Mitigation Measures.
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Adherence to the provisions of this chapter and/or to the project conditions shall be required throughout the
construction of the development. Should the zoning administrator determine that a development is not in
compliance with the approved plans, a stop work order may be issued for the violation. In the event of a
violation of this chapter, the zoning administrator shall have the power to order complete or partial
restoration of the critical area by the person or agent responsible for the violation. If such responsible
person or agent does not complete such restoration within a reasonable time following the order, the city
shall have the authority to restore the affected critical area to the prior condition wherever possible and the
person or agent responsible for the original violation shall be indebted to the city for the cost of restoration.
When a stop work order has been issued, construction shall not continue until such time as the violation has
been corrected and that the same or similar violation is not likely to reoccur.

22.80.140
Bonds.
An applicant for development within a critical area as identified herein may be required to furnish the city
with a performance bond and/or maintenance bond for any required mitigating measures. The city attorney
or zoning administrator shall determine the amount and time limitation of the bond or other security.
22.80.150
Appeal.
Appeals of administrative decisions shall be governed by MMC Chapter 22.84, Permit Processing.
22.80.160
Enforcement.
The provisions of MMC Chapter 22.10, Administration and Enforcement, shall regulate the enforcement of
these critical areas regulations.
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MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Agenda Bill No. 19-103
SUBJECT:

Discussion: Downtown Fee Waiver Program Extension

DATE:
05/07/2018

DEPT:
Community
Development

Discussion:
First Reading:
Attachments:

CONTACT:
Ben Swanson

PRESENTER:
Ben Swanson

ITEM:
Discussion
Items #2

05/07/2018
05/14/2018
1. Proposed Extension Ordinance
2. Ordinance No. 014/2018
3. 2015/2019 Downtown Permit Fee Waiver Spreadsheet

REQUESTED ACTION: Discussion only.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
Goal 8 of Monroe’s Comprehensive Plan states, “Establish downtown Monroe as a thriving
commercial, civic, and residential area. A thriving downtown enhances the value and function of
the entire City. Downtown should represent much of Monroe’s civic identity. Making downtown
vital requires supporting its numerous and necessary operations including a strong commercial
and retail base, community services, public spaces and housing options. This goal highlights the
importance of a healthy downtown.
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
The purpose of the Downtown Fee Waiver Program is to promote growth and the revitalize
existing buildings by incentivizing development in this area. On May 18, 2018, the Monroe City
Council passed Ordinance No. 014/2018 (Attachment 2) temporarily eliminating certain fees for
certain permits associated with development in downtown. Ordinance No. 014/2018 is to
automatically expire on June 14, 2019, unless repealed sooner by the City Council.
As required by Ordinance No 014/2018 staff included Attachment 3 that itemizes issued permits
subject to the downtown fee waiver program between June 15, 2018, and April 23, 2019.
Attachment 3 identifies permit application type, location, applicant, and the waived permit fee
amount. Twenty permits have been issued totaling $5,984.03 in waived fees during the 2018/2019
cycle. This is down from waived fees in 2017/2018 cycle that totaled $15,872.83.
It should be noted that three developments within the fee waiver area are currently under review
by City staff. If approved, the total fees waived for these developments would be $202,616.76.
The following is a detailed itemization of these potential fees:
Rivers Edge
$32,156.25
$23,181.90
$4,500.00
$3,100.00
$3,200.00
$1,900.00
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X4=
X1=
X4=
X4=
X1=
X1=

$128,625.00
$23,181.90
$18,000.00
$12,400.00
$3,200.00
$1,900.00
$187,306.90

BP fee
BP fee
plumbing
mechanical
plumbing
mechanical
Total estimate

Discussion Items #2; AB19-103

Popa mixed use Bldg.
$3,374.70
$2,531.03
$920.00
$320.00

BP fee
Plan check
Plumbing
Mechanical
$7,145.73 Total estimate

Campbell mixed use Bldg.
$3,790.00
$2,842.50
$331.63
$800.00
$400.00

BP fee
Plan check
Tech fee
Plumbing
Mechanical
$8,164.13 Total estimate

FISCAL IMPACTS
$5,984.03 in permit fees in the Downtown Planning Area has been waived since the City Council
adoption of Ordinance 014/2018 with potential of $202,616.76 additional fees waived in the
remainder of 2018. The fees waiver was a key factor in incentivizing the development of Popa
and River’s Edge properties.
TIME CONSTRAINTS
Ordinance No. 014/2018 will expire June 14, 2018, unless extended.
*NOTE: The one-year implementation period of this ordinance shall commence with the
June 14, 2019, expiration date of Ordinance No. 014/2018, and shall expire June 14, 2020.
ALTERNATIVES TO REQUESTED ACTION
1. Bring forward for first reading at the May 14, 2019, regularly scheduled meeting, and
bring back for final reading on June 11, 2019 (estimated effective date of June 19, 2019).
2. Direct staff to areas of concern.
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ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF MONROE
ORDINANCE NO. XXX/2019
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MONROE,
WASHINGTON, EXTENDING FOR AN ADDITIONAL ONE
YEAR PERIOD THE TEMPORARY ELIMINATION OF FEES
FOR
CERTAIN
PERMITS
ASSOCIATED
WITH
DEVELOPMENT IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA AND FIXING
A TIME WHEN THE SAME SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE
WHEREAS, the City of Monroe processes permits required for development of
land; and
WHEREAS, a condition precedent for processing any application for said permits
is the payment of fees associated therewith; and
WHEREAS, development in the downtown area of the City of Monroe has been
lagging those in other areas of the City; and
WHEREAS, the slowdown in development in the downtown area of the City is
resulting in lower tax revenues for the City; and
WHEREAS, on May 18, 2018, the Monroe City Council passed Ordinance
No. 014/2018, temporarily eliminating fees for certain permits associated with
development in the downtown area; and
WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 014/2018 is set to expire one year after its June 14,
2018, effective date; and
WHEREAS, the City Council finds it is desirable and beneficial to the City of
Monroe to continue to encourage development in the downtown area of the City by
extending the temporary elimination of fees for certain permits associated with
development in the downtown area for an additional one year period beyond the
June 14, 2018, expiration date provided for in Ordinance No. 014/2018.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONROE,
WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.
The City of Monroe shall not charge any fee as a condition
precedent for processing applications for any city permit that is listed in Exhibit A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, for developments in the
Downtown Area. Fee waivers do not apply to Single-family dwelling permits.
Section 2.
Downtown Area shall exclusively include those areas within the City
as set forth in Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.
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Section 3.
The following fees shall remain unaffected by the adoption of this
ordinance: (1) fees for application for City permit that are not listed in Exhibit A; (2) fees
for any application for permit that are listed in Exhibit C, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference; (3) fees for any application for non-City permits,
including but not limited to those required by or originating from the State of Washington
or special purpose districts; (4) fees associated with third party consultant work
necessary to process any application for permit; and (5) fees for application for permit
for development outside the Downtown Benefit District.
Section 4.
Any question or ambiguity relating to whether a certain fee is
affected by the adoption of this ordinance as provided in Section 1, or remain unaffected
as provided in Section 3, shall be decided in favor of the latter.
Section 5.
Future amendments to what is commonly referred to as the City of
Monroe’s Fee Resolution shall be consistent with this ordinance.
Section 6.
The City of Monroe shall not increase, as a direct result of this
ordinance, the fees for any application for permit for development outside the Downtown
Area, for which there is no fee for the same application within the Downtown Area.
Section 7.
Notwithstanding the fee waiver authorized under this ordinance,
properties located in the Downtown Area shall be fully subject to the same penalties for
regulatory and/or permitting noncompliance and violations as any other property in
Monroe city limits. Without limitation of the foregoing, if work requiring a building permit
is performed without first obtaining a permit, the applicant shall be charged two times
the fee amount established in Table 1-A Building Fee Table and Table 103.4.2(A).
Section 8.
Unless sooner repealed by action of the City Council, this
ordinance shall automatically expire on June 14, 2020. Approximately forty-five days
before the automatic expiration of this ordinance, the Director of Community
Development, or his designee, shall report to the City Council on the costs and benefits
to the City of Monroe as a result of this ordinance.
Section 9.
Severability. If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this
ordinance should be held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent
jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or
constitutionality of any other section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance.
Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect five
(5) days from and after its passage and approval and publication as required by law.
The one-year implementation period of this ordinance shall commence with the
June 14, 2019, expiration date of Ordinance No. 014/2018, and shall expire June 14,
2020.
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PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor of the City of
Monroe, at a regular meeting held this _____ day of ________________, 2019.
1st Reading
Final Reading:
Published:
Effective:

(SEAL)

CITY OF MONROE, WASHINGTON:

Jason Gamble, Mayor Pro Tem

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Elizabeth M. Adkisson, MMC, City Clerk

J. Zachary Lell, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A
FEES TO BE WAIVED:
Accessory dwelling units
Boundary line adjustment
Environmental (SEPA) review (DNS and Mitigated only; environmental consultant fees
not waived)
Short plat
Plat amendments
Site plan review
Building permits Building plan review fees (structural consultant review fees not waived)
Building permit fees (State’s $4.50 building permit fee not waived)
Plumbing and mechanical fees
Public works construction fees
Right-of-way permits
Utility availability letter
Grading plan review fees
Grading permit
Sign Permits
Tenant Improvement Permits
Demolition Permits

Page 1 of 1
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EXHIBIT B
Area included within the “Downtown Area”.
The area bordered by the following: Madison Street on the west, McDougall Street on
the south, Al Borlin Park on the east and US 2 on the north. Where the boundaries are
indicated by a street, the boundary shall be the centerline of that street. Where the
boundaries are irregular, the study area boundary shown on the Downtown Master Plan
shall control.

Page 1 of 1
EXHIBIT B

Ordinance No. XXX/2019
AB19-XXX/AB19-XXX

MCC Agenda 05/07/2019; Page 7 of 16

Discussion Items #2; AB19-103

EXHIBIT C
FEES NOT WAIVED:
Contract and binding site plan
Land clearing permits
Model homes
Subdivisions
Planned residential development
Rezone application
Shoreline permits (includes variances, conditional uses, substantial development;
environmental consultant)
Special use permit
Variance
Conditional use permit
Fire flow test
Street right-of-way vacation fees
Special flood hazard area development permit
Any State fees on permits
Capital improvement fees
Consultant charges
Fire District fees
Reimbursement agreement fees
Transportation concurrency fees
Water service connection fees
Sewer connection fees
Water, sanitary sewer and storm sewer frontage fees
Park Plan, Transportation Plan, and School impact fees
SEPA concurrency fees
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ATTACHMENT 3
App No

App Date

App Type

Site Address

Applicant

Building Fee

114 N Lewis St
405 Butler St
202 N Lewis St
200 W Main St
200 W Main St
110 N Lewis St
206 E Main St
440 E Main St
111 S Ferry St
107 W Main St
202 N Lewis St
202 N Lewis St
202 N Lewis St
214 E Main St
114 N Lewis St
114 N Lewis St
216 N Blakeley St
216 N Blakeley St
202 N Lewis St
107 W Main St
440 E Main St
201 W Main St
215 N Blakely St
115 E Main St
115 E Main St

Canh Pham
Monroe Shopping Center
Legacy Trucking
Jody Arnold
Jody Arnold
Wesley Brian Davidson
DFG Ventures
Luis Rodriguez
Ed Hurst
Sandra Adkins
Legacy Trucking
Legacy Trucking
Legacy Trucking
Elite Commercial Cont.
Big Daddy John's LLC
Monroe Homebrewing
Richard Oliver
Richard Oliver
Legacy Trucking
Woods Creek Plumbing
Luis Rodriguez
Cobra BEC Inc
PSE/InfraSource
Jose Perez Padilla
Jose Perez Padilla

$196.00

Planning Fee

Engineering

Tech Fee

Total

$9.80

$205.80
$507.69
$205.80
$565.05
$105.00
$85.00
$180.08
$105.00
$790.65
$104.00
$210.00
$826.88
$1,451.63
$213.57
$290.50
$105.00
$105.00
$720.30
$306.00
$195.50
$45.19
$546.00
$503.63
$210.00
$117.00

Total per Year

2015
2211
2280
2395
2392
2393
2390
2431
2410
2406
2454
2444
2445
2457
2387
2324
2447
2493
2494
2485
2516
2403
2556
2572
2633
2634

6/10/2015
Comm T/I
7/1/2015
ROWD
9/2/2015
Comm. Demo
8/28/2015
Comm T/I
8/28/2015
Change of Use
8/24/2015
Comm Plumbing
9/4/2015
Comm T/I
9/3/2015
Change of Use
9/3/2015
ROWD
9/21/2015
Comm Mech
9/21/2015
Change of Use
9/21/2015
Comm T/I
9/24/2015
Comm T/I
8/24/2015
ROWD
7/23/2015 Comm Mech/Plumb
9/16/2015
Change of Use
10/13/2015
Change of Use
10/13/2015
Comm T/I
10/9/2015
Comm Plumbing
10/23/2015
Comm Plumbing
10/23/2015
Sign
11/12/2015
Comm Re‐Roof
11/12/2015
ROWD
12/16/2015
Change of Use
12/16/2015 Comm Mechanical

$507.69
$196.00
$540.00
$100.00
$82.50
$171.50
$100.00
$753.00
$100.00
$200.00
$787.50
$1,382.50
$203.40
$284.25
$100.00
$100.00
$686.00
$297.00
$189.75
$43.00
$520.00
$479.65
$200.00
$112.50

$9.80
$25.05
$5.00
$2.50
$8.58
$5.00
$37.65
$4.00
$10.00
$39.38
$69.13
$10.17
$6.25
$5.00
$5.00
$34.30
$9.00
$5.75
$2.19
$26.00
$23.98
$10.00
$4.50

$8,700.27

2016
2675
2745
2747
2764
3113
3249
3250

3465
3539
3587
3589
3636

1/8/2016
2/5/2016
2/5/2016
2/23/2016
3/22/2016
6/24/2016
8/2/2016
8/2/2016
9/2/2016
9/27/2016
9/27/2016
10/11/2016
11/1/2016
12/19/2016
12/19/2016
12/22/2016

Comm Re‐Roof
Comm Plumbing
Comm Mechanical
T/I & Plumbing
Comm Demo
Comm T/I
Change of Use
T/I, plumb/mech
plumb/mech
Change of Use
Comm Plumbing
Comm Re‐Roof
Racking
Comm T/I
Change of Use
Comm Plumbing

307 N Madison St
202 N Lewis St
261 E Fremont St
203 N Lewis St
365 Butler Ave
114 W Main St
216 N Blakeley St
216 N Blakeley St
103 W Main St
450 Railroad Ave
450 Railroad Ave
307 E Fremont St
450 Railroad Ave
225 S Lewis St
225 S Lewis St
200 E Fremont St

Emanuel Popa
Stephanie Tarasov
Deborah Berger
Susan Whitfield
DFG Ventures
Doug Godell
Richard Oliver
Richard Oliver
Sharina McCrain
GSR Rentals
GSR Rentals
All Ways Construction
GSR Rentals
Monroe Christadelphian
Monroe Christadelphian
Monroe School District

$438.40
$82.50
$68.75
$295.50
$147.00
$171.50
$100.00
$939.00
$167.75
$200.00
$99.00
$441.00
$43.75
$367.50
$200.00
$105.00

$21.92
$2.50
$2.75
$11.85
$7.35
$8.58
$5.00
$42.35
$5.75
$10.00
$3.00
$22.05
$2.19
$18.38
$10.00
$5.25

$460.32
$85.00
$71.50
$307.35
$154.35
$180.08
$105.00
$981.35
$173.50
$210.00
$102.00
$173.50
$45.94
$385.88
$210.00
$110.25
$3,756.02

2017
3709
3922
3943
3970
3971
3972
3973

4220
4237
4324
4315
4285
4357
4376
4371
4022
4403
4421
4451
4512

1/23/2017
4/17/2017
4/27/2017
5/2/2017
5/2/2017
5/5/2017
5/5/2017
7/7/2017
7/14/2017
8/4/2017
8/1/2017
8/31/2017
9/5/2017
9/8/2017
9/15/2017
9/21/2017
9/22/2017
9/20/2017
10/6/2017
10/18/2017
11/1/2017
11/3/2017
11/3/2017
11/29/2017
11/17/2017

Mechanical
Comm Plumbing
ROWD
Comm T/I
Comm T/I
Comm Re‐Roof
ROWD
Sign
ROWD
ROWD
Comm T/I
Comm T/I
Sign
Comm T/I
Res Garage
ROWD
Sign
Sign
ROWD
Comm Mechanical
Comm T/I
Sign
SFR Demo
ROWD
Sign

225 S Lewis St
100 E Main St Ste 7/9
125 E Main St
320 N Lewis St
117 S Ann St
120 E Fremont St
120 E Fremont St
207‐211 E Main St
200 E Fremont St
126 W Main St
116 E Main St
214 E Main St
500 E Main St
214 E Main St
140 N Blakeley St
116 E Main St
103 W Main St
116 E Main St
217 E Stretch St
148 Woods St
207 N Lewis St
214 E Main St
134 S Ferry Ave
103 W Main St
320N Lewis St

Black Lion Heating
Ray Ellis
Magnum Crane Services
McMillan Adventures
Sprint
Pacific Rainier Roofing
Pacific Rainier Roofing
Monroe Historical Society
Monroe School District
Sam Rule
The Amarillo BBQ
Key Bank
Amsberry Painting
Key Bank
Jennifer Loo
The Amarillo BBQ
Sharinabean's
The Amarillo BBQ
Comcast
Deborah Berger
Bliss Hot Yoga
Key Bank
Popa Builders Inc
Sharinabean's
Adventure Motorsports

$40.00
$66.00
$936.00
$2,098.81
$220.50
$1,522.00
$936.00
$122.50
$936.00
$379.00
$2,308.50
$1,960.00
$126.50
$1,960.00
$686.00
$379.00
$318.50
$294.00
$1,585.00
$102.50
$1,705.00
$343.00
$100.00
$379.00
$563.50

$2.00
$2.00
$46.80
$102.21
$11.03
$76.10
$46.80
$6.13
$46.80
$18.95
$115.42
$98.00
$4.03
$98.00
$34.30
$18.95
$15.93
$14.70
$79.25
$4.75
$85.25
$17.15
$5.00
$18.95
$28.18

$42.00
$68.00
$982.80
$2,201.02
$231.53
$1,598.10
$982.80
$128.63
$982.80
$397.95
$2,423.92
$2,058.00
$130.53
$2,058.00
$720.30
$397.95
$334.43
$308.70
$1,664.25
$107.25
$1,790.25
$360.15
$105.00
$397.95
$591.68
$21,063.99

2018
4559
4593
4594
4890
4842
4994
4822

1/4/2018
1/22/2018
1/22/2018
4/30/2018
5/4/2018
6/12/2018
6/27/2018

Comm T/I
Comm Mech
Comm Plumbing
Sign
Sign
ROWD
Eng. Review

119 E Main St
207 N Lewis St
207 N Lewis St
209 E Main St
202 W Main St
110 N Blakeley St
200 E Main St
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5 Lines Pottery
Bliss Hot Yoga
Bliss Hot Yoga
NW Sport Taekwondo
Vintage & Rust
Waeco Const
Seven Eleven (7‐11)

$213.50
$212.50
$450.45
$122.50
$43.75
$936.00
$1,450.30

$8.68
$8.50
$21.45
$6.13
$2.19
$46.80
$72.52

$222.18
$221.00
$471.90
$128.63
$45.94
$982.80
$1,522.82
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5015
5052
5081
5103
5235
5254
5270
5389
5392
5436
5458

7/3/2018
7/10/2018
7/11/2018
7/23/2018
9/6/2018
9/13/2018
10/5/2018
11/13/2018
11/13/2018
11/27/2018
12/17/2018

Comm T/I
Comm T/I
Comm Mechanical
Comm T/I
Comm Plumbing
Sign
Comm T/I
Comm T/I
Sign
Comm Plumbing
Comm T/I

102 E Main St Ste 2
121 S Lewis St
261 E Fremont St
121 S Lewis St
102 E Main St Ste 2
114 N Lewis St
101 W Main St
102 E Main St Ste 4
102 E Main St Ste 4
121 S Lewis St
102 E Main St

Lewis, Butler & Main LLC
Armageddon Arms
Deborah Berger
Armageddon Arms
Gunderson Plumbing
Song River
Adam's Bistro
Fahrenhiet Salon
Fahrenhiet Salon
CJ's Plumbing
Denise Hie

$96.25
$147.00
$56.25
$392.00
$264.00
$59.50
$588.00
$514.50
$43.75
$165.00
$318.50

$4.81
$7.35
$2.25
$19.60
$8.00
$2.98
$29.40
$25.73
$2.19
$8.25
$15.93

$101.06
$154.35
$58.50
$411.60
$272.00
$62.48
$617.40
$540.23
$45.94
$173.25
$334.43
$6,366.51

2019
5515
5517
5562
5563
5573
5583
5601
5662

1/15/2019
1/16/2019
1/22/2019
1/22/2019
1/29/2019
2/11/2019
2/21/2019
3/21/2019

ROWD
Comm Mech
Sign
Sign
Sign
Sign
Comm Plumbing
T/I

120 W Main St
405 Butler Dr
249 E Main St
249 E Main St
101 W Main St
102 E Main St
101 E Main St
120 W Main St

Pacific Bike & Ski
Grocery Outlet
Cascade Hearing Aid Center
Saigon Kitchen
Madison Grand Café
Denise Hie
Antojitos La Poblanita
Pacific Bike & Ski

$379.00

$18.95
$7.50
$7.35
$7.35
$22.05
$5.86
$6.60
$4.81

$397.95
$157.50
$154.35
$154.35
$463.05
$123.11
$138.60
$101.06

$150.00
$147.00
$147.00
$441.00
$117.25
$132.00
$96.25

$1,689.96

App No

App Date

App Type

Site Address

Applicant

$31,295.41

0

$8,654.04

$1,916.86

$41,576.76

Building Fee

Planning Fee

Engineering

Tech Fee

Total

6/15/18 ‐ 4/23/19
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$5,984.03

Discussion Items #2; AB19-103

MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Agenda Bill No. 19-104
SUBJECT:

Discussion: Proposed Amendments to City of Monroe Boards and
Commissions Code

DATE:
05/07/2019

DEPT:
City Clerk

Discussion – Council:
Discussion – Committee:
Attachments:

CONTACT:
Elizabeth
Adkisson

PRESENTER:
Elizabeth
Adkisson

ITEM:
Discussion
Items #3

05/07/2019
04/16/2019 (Legislative Affairs)
1. Memo: Winter Internship – Boards and Commission Project

REQUESTED ACTION: Discussion; and provide direction to the Mayor and City Staff regarding
proposed amendments to the Monroe Municipal Code regarding the City’s boards, commissions,
and committees; including the repeal of term limits for the Planning Commission and Park Board.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
Monroe Municipal Code Title 2 includes the City’s Boards and Commissions; and any proposed
changes would need to be amended by City Council ordinance. Is the Council interested in making
changes to the MMC in order to create a consolidated City of Monroe’s boards, commissions, and
committees’ title; as well as repeal term limits for the Planning Commission and Park Board?
The City Council Legislative Affairs Committee reviewed these proposed amendments at their
April 16, 2019, Meeting; was in support of all items; and recommended staff bring these items
forward for the full Council’s consideration at an upcoming Study Session. In addition, the
Committee recommended advertising all term-ending positions, including those with eligible
reappointments, before selecting an appointee.
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
Code Consolidation:
In December 2018, the City Clerk’s Office hosted a college student intern over the course of the
winter break. The scope of this internship was to review the Monroe Municipal Code sections
pertaining to the City’s Boards, Commissions, and Committees for any potential improvements.
Ms. Claire Sorgen completed the assessment (Attachment 1); including definition of a problem
statement, the current situation, target/goal, research/analysis of other local jurisdiction code, and
proposals and recommendations. Ms. Sorgen’s three recommendations include:
1. Consolidate code into one stand-alone title (example: MMC Title 4, Boards,
Commission, and Committees).
2. Utilize a uniform format: create a general provisions section; create a common format
for individual code sections; remove irrelevant material; and break up lengthy text.
3. Enhance the web display: follow-up with current provider regarding potential upgrades
and/or look into an alternate provider for the online municipal code.
Staff concurs with Ms. Sorgen’s assessment and the three recommendations; and is looking for
Council’s input regarding potential amendments to the MMC to accomplish these improvements.
Online Code Enhancement:
In regards to recommendation 3, the City’s online code provider, Code Publishing Company, is
currently migrating users to their new online web format; which would allow for a number of
MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
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enhancements to the online experience; including: additional customizable options/web display;
mobile friendly viewing options; addressing accessibility concerns; addition of historical tracking
features and hosting of historical documents; expanded image views; additional sharing and
printing options; and enhanced search features. There is funding in the 2019 Budget for updates
to the online code. Staff will be moving forward with the migration process, tentatively scheduled
for September 2019, and will keep Council informed on the project.
Term Limits:
In addition to the above recommendations, the Staff Liaison’s to the City of Monroe Planning
Commission (Mr. Ben Swanson, Community Development Director) and Parks Board (Mr. Mike
Farrell, Parks & Recreation Director) would like to discuss the potential repeal of term limits for
these two groups; as these are local rules only and creating some difficulty in continuity of service.
Current reappointment procedures include four levels of review, including: Appointed Official’s
interest in continued service; Staff’s recommendation regarding continued service; the Mayor’s
reappointment; and Council’s confirmation.
Term limits for the City of Monroe Civil Service Commission and Salary Commission are
prescribed by State Law (RCW); and there are currently no term limits for the Economic
Development Advisory Board, Ethics Board, Homelessness Policy Advisory Committee, or
Lodging Tax Advisory Committee.
FISCAL IMPACT
Estimated five thousand dollars for migration to the new Code Publishing Company; this would
be absorbed by the annual budget for Professional Services/Codification of MMC (City Clerk
Dept).
TIME CONSTRAINTS
None.
ALTERNATIVES TO REQUESTED ACTION


Recommend the Mayor and City Staff proceed with the proposed amendments to the
MMC and bring back an ordinance for Council’s consideration at an upcoming Business
Meeting.



Do not recommend the Mayor and City Staff proceed with proposed amendments to the
MMC at this time.
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ATTACHMENT 1
806 West Main Street
Monroe, WA 98272-2198
(360) 794-7400
Fax: (360) 794-4007
www.monroewa.gov

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Elizabeth Adkisson, City Clerk

FROM:

Claire Sorgen

DATE:

December 28, 2018

RE:

Winter Internship- Boards and Commissions Project

PROBLEM STATEMENT: How can we make the City of Monroe’s boards and
commissions sections of the municipal code more user friendly?
CURRENT SITUATION: As it is presented in the code, all boards, commissions, and
committees are under Title 2, Administration and Personnel, along with all the other
information about administrators (See Attachment A). While the boards and
commissions are currently all under one title, they are not all together, and there is not a
simple way to find them for members of the public who are not familiar with municipal
code.
TARGET/GOAL: The goal is to create an easy to find and follow section or title of
municipal code that encompasses all of the boards and commissions in one location. As
well as updating chapters and sections to have a similar format, be easy to follow, and
more user friendly.
RESEARCH/ ANALYSIS:
Monroe Municipal Code Research:
As I researched through the City of Monroe Municipal code I noticed that many of the
boards and commissions had similar information (See Attachment B). Many of the
boards are structured differently. It seems more clear and concise for all the boards and
commissions to be structured the same to make everything more uniform. In addition an
overarching general provisions section to address similarities in all the boards and
commissions would reduce duplication.
Comparable Municipal Code Research:
In my research I found that many cities, just like ours, have many boards, commissions
are committees (See Attachment C). Only two of the fourteen cities I researched had
titles specifically for boards and commissions (See Attachment D).
MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
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These were by far the most uncomplicated to navigate and find the information I was
looking for. When you have so many boards and commissions it becomes a hassle to
have to look through so much that might not be relevant. Compiling all of the boards
and commissions together is more user friendly because it saves the public the time of
having to look through so much.
Analysis of Redmond as an Example:
Redmond has a perfect example of a clear, concise, and intuitive boards and
commissions code. They have a boards and commissions title; as well as a general
procedures chapter that details information that applies to all boards and commissions
(See Attachment E). This arrangement is much more easily navigable by the public
because people who are not familiar with municipal code might not know to look under
Administration and Personnel to find boards and commissions. With a clearly marked
boards and commissions title, even people who have no experience with government or
non tech-savvy individuals can find the information easily. Redmond’s general
provisions title also helps make each chapter shorter and provides a more convenient
place for the public to get general knowledge instead of having to look through
individual sections of the whole chapter. It also allows the public to compare the
differences and requires less clicks.
PROPOSALS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
The residents of the City of Monroe need a way to learn about the boards and
commissions of our city in order to stay involved and informed. This information must be
easily accessible to all people no matter how much they know about government or
municipal code. We need to make our municipal code more available to people who
aren’t as familiar with code. In order to accomplish this goal, and based on my research,
I recommend the following:
Recommendation #1 Create a Common Title:
To make boards and commissions more straightforward I would recommend creating
Title 4, Boards, Commissions, and Committees (See Attachment F). The City would
greatly benefit from there being a board and commissions title so the public can easily
access this information. It would make it easier to find so people who are interested in
them don’t have to try to find each individual one, because all of them would be in the
same place. Making a boards and commissions title, placed as a general title on the
drop down view of the web browser, would create less hassle for the public to find what
title they are under and then find each one. We want to create a convenient municipal
code for people who want to stay informed.
Recommendation #2 Create General Provisions and Common Format:
 Under Title 4 I recommend creating a general provisions chapter for all the
boards, commissions, and committees that have information that applies to all of
them such as quorums, compensation, and vacancies (See Attachment G). The
public can look at the general provisions for general information and each
individual chapter for specific information on each. This allows the sections for
each board to be shorter and more enticing to read as well as encompassing all
boards and commissions because the majority of them are similar.
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I would propose that as all of the boards and commissions are being put under
one title, they also should be made more uniform. Each chapter should have a
common structure to make it more user friendly. Many of the boards and
commissions have similar sections, but are not formatted the same way. I would
suggest making all of the boards and commissions sections uniform. This in
beneficial because things that are uniform are easier to follow, and once
someone becomes familiar with one chapter, the next one with be simpler to read
and understand. Attached are examples of what I see these changes looking like
for the park board, planning commission, salary commission, and the ethics
board (See Attachment H).
I would propose deleting unneeded text in the code to make it more
understandable in certain sections. There are some unused words defined in the
park board that could be removed for clarity. Words that are defined but not used
makes it even more confusing.
In the current civil service commission chapter there is an extremely long section
that would benefit from being split up in multiple bullet points. This would benefit
the public by making it simpler to look and read without getting lost in the words.
It also helps narrow into specific pieces of the chapter when the sections are in
order of the title. I have created an example of what I think this change should
look like (See Attachment I).

Recommendation #3 Create Enhanced Web Display:
I would recommend looking into a new code webpage display option. Some of the other
municipal codes that use MuniCode, specifically Arlington Municipal Code, had a very
beneficial “show changes” button that allowed the public to see new and modified code
(See Attachment J). If I was a resident who wanted to keep up with recent changes, this
is the most convenient way to do it. It is very clear as it is right on the home page and
allows users to not spend the extra time searching for the changes. This would be very
beneficial for the residents of Monroe who want to keep up with the changes in the
municipal code and provide an easy way to access that information. I recommend
inquiring with code publishing to see if they have something similar.
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Park Board
Definitions
Purpose and Function
Creation, Membership, and Compensation
Vacancies
Selection of Officers
Quorums, Meetings, and Voting
Reports
Matters Referred to the Board by City Council

Planning Commission
Created‐ Membership‐ Compensation
Terms of Office
Vacancies
Powers and Duties
Selection of Secretary
Quorum
Matters Referred to Commission by City Council
Report of Transactions and Expenditures

Civil Service System and Commission
Civil service system created, appointment, terms, removal and quorum.
Terms Limited
Organization of system – Powers and duties – Secretary.
Persons included – Competitive examinations – Transfers, discharges and reinstatements.
Existing positions blanketed under civil service.
Qualifications of Applicants
Tenure of employment – Grounds for discharge – Reduction or deprivation of privileges
Procedure for removal – Suspension, demotion or discharge – Investigation – Hearing – Appeal.
Filling of vacancies – Probationary period
Power to create offices, make appointments and fix salaries not infringed
Enforcement by civil action – Legal counsel.
Deceptive practices – False marks, etc., prohibited.
Penalty
Definitions
Severability
Applicability

Compensation for Mayor and Council‐ Salary Commission
Established
Purpose‐ Function
Vacancies
Removal
Duties
Referendum Measures
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Ethics Board
Composition
Specific Complaints Against a Public Official
Specific Complaints Against a City Employee
Official
Board Unavailability

Economic Development Advisory Board
Term
Membership
Composition of the Board
Staffing
Regular Meetings
Responsibilities
Authority
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Park
Definitions

Purpose and
Function

Creation,
Membership,
and
Compensation
Vacancies

Selection of
Officers
Quorums,
Meetings, and
Voting
Reports

Matters
Referred to
the Board by
City Council

Planning
Created‐
Membership‐
Compensation
Terms of Office

Civil
Civil service system created, appointment,
terms, removal and quorum.

Salary
Established

Ethics
Composition

EDAB
Term

Terms Limited

Purpose‐
Function

Membership

Vacancies

Organization of system – Powers and duties –
Secretary.

Vacancies

Powers and Duties

Persons included – Competitive examinations –
Transfers, discharges and reinstatements.

Removal

Specific
Complaints
Against a Public
Official
Specific
Complaints
Against a City
Employee Official
Board
Unavailability

Selection of Secretary

Existing positions blanketed under civil service.

Duties

Quorum

Qualifications of Applicants

Referendum
Measures

Matters Referred to
Commission by City
Council
Report of Transactions
and Expenditures

Tenure of employment – Grounds for discharge
– Reduction or deprivation of privileges

Composition of
the Board

Staffing

Regular
Meetings
Responsibilities

Authority

Procedure for removal – Suspension, demotion
or discharge – Investigation – Hearing – Appeal.

Filling of vacancies – Probationary period
Power to create offices, make appointments and
fix salaries not infringed
Enforcement by civil action – Legal counsel.
Deceptive practices – False marks, etc.,
prohibited.
Penalty
Definitions
Severability
Applicability
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Monroe
Redmond
Everett
Sultan
Snohomish
Duvall
Woodinville
Bothell
Kirkland
Mill Creek
Lake Stevens
Granite Falls
Edmonds
Mountlake Terrace

Park
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Planning
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Civil
X
X
X

Salary
X

Ethics
X

Economic
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X

Ethics Officer
Ethics Officer

X
X

Redmond: Arts and Culture Commission, Design Review Board, Disability Board, Hearing Examiner,
Human Services Commission, Landmark Commission, Technical Committee
Everett: Transportation Advisory Committee, Senior Citizen Advisory Board, Citizens Advisory
Committee, Cultural Commission, Human Needs Advisory Committee, Water Utility Coordinating
Committee, Animal Shelter Advisory Committee, Emergency Medical Services Advisory Board, Sister
Cities Advisory Board, Solid Waste Advisory Committee, Everett Centennial Committee, Diversity
Advisory Board
Snohomish: Design Review Board, Citizens Advisory Board, Liquor Advisory Committee, Public Safety
Commission
Duvall: Cultural Commission, Youth Advisory Commission
Woodinville: Tree board, Emergency and Preparedness and Public Safety Commission
Bothell: Investment Board, Bothell Arts Commission, Disabilities board
Kirkland: Design Review Board, Parking Advisory Board, Transportation Commission, Growth
Management Commission, Disabilities Board, Fireman’s Pension Board, Human Services Commission
Mill Creek: Design Review Board, Art and Beautification Board
Lake Stevens: Veterans Commission
Granite Falls: Grants Administration and Research Board
Edmonds: Architectural Design Board, Building Board of Appeals, Cemetery Board, Edmonds Civil Arts
Commission, Disability Board, Medical Self‐Insurance Advisory Board, Edmonds Youth Commission,
Edmonds Sister Cities Commission, Edmonds Historic Preservation Commission, Citizens Tree Board
Mountlake Terrace: Community Policy Advisory Board, Arts Advisory Commission, Recreational Fair
Commission, Historical Committee, Disability Board for Police Officers and Firemen, Disability Board
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Edmonds
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Redmond
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Title 4
BOARDS, COMISSIONS, AND COMITTEES
Chapters:

4.10 General Provisions
4.20 Civil Service Commission
4.30 Ethics Board
4.40 Lodging Tax Advisory Committee
4.50 Park Board
4.60 Planning Commission
4.70 Salary Commission
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Chapter 4.10
GENERAL PROVISONS FOR BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
Sections:
4.10.010 Applicability of Chapter.
4.10.020 Qualification of Applicant.
4.10.030 Appointment.
4.10.040 Compensation.
4.10.050 Quorum.
4.10.060 Vacancies
4.10.070 Removal.

4.10.010 Applicability of chapter.
Each board, commission, or committee created by the Council shall be governed by this chapter unless
otherwise provided by ordinance, or rules of procedure, as allowed by the ordinance of the board. For
purposes of this chapter, the terms “board,” “commission,” and “committee” have identical meanings

4.10.020 Qualification of Applicant.
Every person who sits on a board or commission must be a member of the city of Monroe. Members
shall be selected without respect to political affiliations.

4.10.030 Appointment.
All members of boards and commissions will be appointed by the mayor and confirmed by the council.

4.10.040 Compensation.
All boards and commission members shall serve without compensation unless different is established by
ordinance.

4.10.050 Quorum.
A majority of the membership of a board or commission shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business. Any action taken by a majority of those present, when those present constitute a quorum, at
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any regular or special meeting of the planning commission shall be deemed and taken as the action of
the commission. Only those commissioners present at an official meeting shall vote on an issue. Written
or verbal votes or opinions of members not physically present at a meeting shall not be counted in any
official action. A vote of the majority of the members of a quorum may constitute a decision or
recommendation of the board.

4.10.060 Vacancies.
In the event of a vacancy, the mayor shall appoint, subject to approval of the city council, a person to
serve the unexpired portion of the term of the expired position. Vacancies occurring otherwise than
through the expiration of terms shall be filled for the un‐expired terms. Members may be removed after
public hearing by the mayor, with the approval of the city council, for inefficiency, neglect of duty or
malfeasance in office. Notice of the charge and pendency of the hearing with respect to the removal of a
member of the planning commission shall be given by mail, addressed to the residence of the accused
member, at least five days before the date of said hearing.

4.10.070 Removal.
A member of the commission shall only be removed from office for cause of incapacity, incompetence,
neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office, or for a disqualifying change of residence.
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Chapter 4.30
ETHICS BOARD

Sections:
4.30.010 Created – Membership.
4.30.020 Terms of Office
4.30.030 Definitions
4.30.040 Awards of Contracts Prohibited
4.30.050 Public Officials
4.30.060 Miscellaneous provisions.
4.30.070 Appeal – Penalties for violation.

4.30.010 Created – Membership.
A. The city of Monroe hereby adopts the code of ethics for municipal officers codified at Chapter 42.23
RCW, inclusive of any future amendments thereof. It is the city’s specific intent that the ethical
standards set forth at Chapter 42.23 RCW shall govern the conduct of municipal officers within the city
of Monroe. Except as expressly provided in this chapter, the city disclaims any intent to impose
substantive standards of conduct that are more stringent than or otherwise different from those set
forth in Chapter 42.23 RCW with respect to the subject matter of said chapter. (Ord. 019/2013 § 1 (Exh.
A); Ord. 003/2010 § 1 (Exh. A))
B. There is hereby created a board of ethics for city of Monroe public officials. The purpose of this
board is to issue advisory opinions on the provisions of this code of ethics and to review and report to
the city council on any alleged violations of the code of ethics, all as set forth below. The board shall also
provide recommendations on amendments to the ethics ordinance, as directed by the city council:
C. Composition. The board of ethics shall be composed of five members. None of these may be a
public official, city employee or immediate family of either. The mayor shall appoint the board
members, with the confirmation of the city council. The board of ethics must be citizens of the United
States and residents of the city they serve for at least one year before their appointment to the ethics
board. The board shall elect from its membership a presiding officer who shall be referred to as a
chairman, chairwoman, or chairperson, as may be appropriate, who shall serve for a period of one year,
unless reelected.
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4.30.020 Terms of Office.
The regular term of office for members of the board of ethics shall be three years. Each member shall
hold office until a successor is appointed and confirmed. Regular terms shall commence January 1st and
end December 31st. Initial terms shall be staggered with two members appointed for terms beginning
upon their appointment in 2004 and ending December 31, 2004; two members appointed for terms
beginning upon their appointment and ending December 31, 2005; and one member appointed for a
term beginning upon his or her appointment and ending December 31, 2006. After expiration of the
initial terms, subsequent appointees shall serve a regular three‐year term.

4.30.030 Definitions.
The following words and phrases as used in this chapter shall, unless the context clearly indicates
otherwise, have the following meanings:
A. “Advisory opinion” means an opinion rendered by the board of ethics, based upon hypothetical
circumstances, indicating how the board would rule on a matter having the same or sufficiently parallel
facts, should an adversary proceeding develop.
B. “Hypothetical circumstances” means circumstances of fact framed in such a manner as to call for an
opinion from the board based on a series of assumptions and not based on the known or alleged past or
current conduct of a specific public official or employee that could be the basis of a complaint under
MMC 2.52.040.
C. “Prima facie showing” means evidence which, standing alone and unexplained, would maintain the
proposition and claimed violation of this chapter set forth in the complaint. (Ord. 019/2013 § 1 (Exh. A);
Ord. 003/2010 § 1 (Exh. A))

4.30.040 Award of contracts prohibited.
Members of the city of Monroe, Washington, boards, commissions, and city staff are prohibited from
being awarded contracts with the city. Exceptions to this rule are those covered by the CBA, RCW and
WAC. This section was submitted to the Monroe city council as an initiative with enough required
signatures to be submitted to the voters. The city council adopted the initiative as an ordinance as an
alternative to placing on the ballot. Consequently, to the extent required by law, this subsection shall be
construed as superseding any conflicting city requirements or requirements that otherwise operate to
illegally amend the requirements of an initiative. (Ord. 019/2013 § 1 (Exh. A); Ord. 003/2010 § 1 (Exh.
A))

4.30.050 Public Officials
A. Specific Complaint Against a Public Official.
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1. Any person may submit a written complaint to the mayor or city administrator alleging one
or more violations of this ethics code by a public official. The allegation shall set forth specific
facts with precision and detail, sufficient for a determination of sufficiency by the board. The
complaint shall also set forth the specific sections and subsections of this code that the facts
violate, and the reasons why. Complaints should be signed by the person or persons submitting
them and include the submitter’s correct name, address at which mail may be personally
delivered to the submitter, and the telephone number at which the submitter may be
contacted.
2. The mayor or his/her designee shall inform the public official and the council of the
complaint and shall submit the complaint to the board for determination of sufficiency of the
complaint within twenty‐four hours of its receipt. Voice mail, email or similar notification of the
defendant is acceptable if actual notice is not immediately practicable. A copy of the complaint
shall also be sent to the defendant by registered mail within three days of receipt. A complaint
cannot be sufficient unless it precisely alleges and describes unjustified acts which constitute a
prima facie showing of a violation of a specified provision or provisions of this code. The purpose
of requiring that the complaint be sufficient is to ensure that the complaint is supported by
identifiable facts, and to ensure that the complaint is not based on frivolous charges.
3. The complainant shall have the responsibility for proving the allegations in the complaint by
a preponderance of the evidence.
4. Complaints shall be subject to a two‐year statute of limitation. The limitations period shall
commence from the date that information on completion of the alleged misconduct was
reasonably available to the public.
5. Complaints may be amended as authorized by the decision‐maker as justice requires;
provided, that the time frames of the review process provide the defendant with a fair
opportunity to respond.
6. All public officials and employees, excluding the alleged violator, shall observe strict
confidentiality as to the complaint and alleged violator until the review is complete, to the
extent that the information is acquired as a result of a person’s status as a public official or
employee. Confidentiality after completion shall be maintained unless the complaint or finding
is released through a public disclosure request filed with the city attorney. City officials and
employees may divulge information to the extent necessary to defend against inaccurate or
misleading public information about their involvement in the complaint review process. The
ethics board and/or city council may divulge information to the extent necessary to correct any
inaccurate or misleading public information about the complaint review process. Any person
who violates this subsection shall not be subject to criminal penalties; however, a violation of
this subsection may result in disciplinary action against such person. The city council may
remove a member of the board of ethics from the board if it determines that the member has
violated this subsection.
7. The board shall hold a hearing for the purpose of determining sufficiency of written
complaints. The board shall begin the hearing no later than twenty days after the complaint is
received and shall conclude the hearing(s) no later than twenty‐four days after it receives the
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complaint; provided, however, that the running of these time periods shall be tolled and the
complaint proceedings shall be stayed in the event the board makes application to the city
council for continuance of the proceedings. Such continuances may only be granted by the city
council when there is demonstrable and compelling reason(s) to do so, and may not exceed ten
days. The board shall render a written report, setting forth its findings of sufficiency as to
whether or not the individual against whom the complaint was filed may have violated the code
of ethics.
8. The determination of sufficiency or insufficiency by the board is final and binding, and no
administrative or other legal appeal is available. If the finding is one of sufficiency of the
complaint, then the complaint shall be heard and reported as set forth below.
9. No report may be issued by the board, unless a person or entity complained against has had
an opportunity to present information on his, her or its behalf at a hearing before the board.
10. A copy of the written report on sufficiency shall be delivered to the city council, person
complained against, and the complaining party within ten days of conclusion of the hearing,
unless a longer time period has been requested by the person complained against, and has been
approved by the board or unless a longer time period has been requested by the board and has
been approved by the city council.
11. In the event the written report provides that the board has found sufficiency in the
allegations against whom the complaint has been filed, the matter shall be referred for hearing
to the city’s hearings examiner unless the defendant requests the matter be heard by the ethics
board. (Hearings examiners will be rotated from a rotational roster maintained by the city and
shall be licensed and practicing attorneys who are not residents of the city.)
a. Hearings by a hearings examiner or the ethics board must be held within twenty
days of a finding of sufficiency unless an extension is requested, or granted, by the
defendant. The hearing must be concluded within ten days of commencement of the
hearing unless extended by the request or agreement of the defendant.
b. Findings of fact and conclusions and opinion of the hearings examiner or the ethics
board must be received by the council no later than seven days after the conclusion of
the hearing.
c. The complainant or defendant may request a subpoena for documentary evidence
or the attendance of witnesses by making a written application to the mayor describing
in detail the subject matter of the proposed subpoena and an explanation of why such
information is reasonably necessary in order to conduct the hearing. The subpoena may
be issued in the event the mayor determines the subpoena request is reasonable,
relevant to the complaint and within the subpoena power of the city. The request for a
subpoena shall be submitted to the mayor within two business days after the
determination of sufficiency and the mayor shall have two business days to issue a
decision. In the event the mayor denies the request or the complaint alleges a violation
of the ethics code by the mayor, the defendant or complainant may request a decision
from the city council. City council review shall be scheduled for the next regular city
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council business meeting or study session, unless an earlier special meeting is available.
The commencement of the hearing on the merits shall be delayed until five days after
the council makes a decision on whether to issue a subpoena.
12. In the event the final determination by either the hearings examiner or the ethics board
provides that the individual against whom the complaint has been filed has violated the code of
ethics, the council shall convene and render its decision within seven days of the receipt of said
determination unless an extension is requested by the defendant and granted by council. In the
event that the city council members agree by majority vote that one or more of the violations
occurred, then as to the violations the city council may take any of the following actions by a
majority vote of the council; provided, that penalties may only be based upon violations alleged
in the complaint or amended complaint and not upon other violations discovered during the
complaint process:
a. Admonition. An admonition shall be a verbal nonpublic statement made by the
mayor to the individual.
b. Reprimand. A reprimand shall be administered to the individual by letter. The letter
shall be approved by the city council and shall be signed by the mayor. If the individual
objects to the content of such letter, he or she may file a request for review of the letter
of reprimand with the city council. The city council shall review the letter of reprimand
in light of the report and the request for review, and may take whatever action appears
appropriate under the circumstances. The action of the city council shall be final and not
subject to further review.
c. Censure. A censure shall be a written statement administered personally to the
individual. The individual shall appear at a time and place directed by the city council to
receive the censure. Notice shall be given at least twenty days before the scheduled
appearance at which time a copy of the proposed censure shall be provided to the
individual. Within five days of receipt of the notice, the individual may file a request for
review of the content of the proposed censure with the city council. Such a request will
stay the administration of the censure. The city council shall review the proposed
censure in light of the report and the request for review, and may take whatever action
appears appropriate under the circumstances. The action of the city council shall be
final and not subject to further review. If no such request is received, the censure shall
be administered at the time and place set. It shall be given publicly, and the individual
shall not make any statement in support of or in opposition thereto or in mitigation
thereof. A censure shall be deemed administered at the time it is scheduled whether or
not the individual appears as required.
d. Removal. In the event the individual against whom the complaint has been filed is a
member of a city board, commission, committee, or other multi‐member bodies
appointed by the mayor with the approval of the city council, the city council may, by a
majority vote, remove the individual from such board, commission or committee;
provided, however, that nothing in this section authorizes the city council to remove a
council member or the mayor from his or her office.
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13. Proceedings by the board or the hearings examiner when they relate to action involving a
person shall be made in executive session; however, upon request of the person involved, the
proceeding shall be open to the public. The complaint, the determination of sufficiency or no
sufficiency, and written report of the board or the hearings examiner shall be considered public
records.
14. Action by the city council shall be by majority vote. If the proceeding involves a member of
the city council, the member does not vote on any matter involving the member. As provided in
RCW 35A.12.100, the mayor shall vote in the case of a tie, except if the action is against the
mayor. Deliberation by the council may be in executive session; however, upon request of the
person complained against, the meeting shall be open to the public.
15. A complaint cannot be sufficient unless it precisely alleges and describes unjustified acts,
which constitute a prima facie showing of a violation of a specified provision or provisions of this
code.

B. Specific Complaint Against a City Employee Official.
1. In the event the individual against whom the complaint has been filed is a city employee, the
city shall follow the appropriate discipline, through the employee’s supervisor and/or
department head, procedures as outlined in the appropriate bargaining agreement, employee
handbook, civil service rules, and/or standard operating procedures. Employees also have the
right to appeal through the court system as regulated by state and federal law.

C. Board Unavailability – Hearing Examiner Authority.
1. In the event the ethics board is unable to perform any function designated under this section
due to lack of a quorum or other reason, such function shall instead be performed by the
hearing examiner who shall be governed by the board’s procedures. (Ord. 019/2013 § 1 (Exh. A);
Ord. 003/2010 § 1 (Exh. A). Formerly 2.52.080)

4.30.060 Miscellaneous provisions.
The board of ethics shall also render written opinions concerning the applicability of the code of ethics
to hypothetical circumstances or situations upon the request of the mayor or any council member.
Requests for opinions from the public must be approved by either the mayor or a majority vote of
council.
The city shall release copies of any written report resulting from a review of a complaint and any written
censures or reprimands issued by the city council in response to public records requests as consistent
with Chapter 42.56 RCW and any other applicable public disclosure laws.
The mayor shall provide staff, as he or she deems appropriate, to assist the board of ethics.
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Board members shall be reimbursed by the city for reasonable expenses incurred in their exercise of the
official business of the board, consistent with the expense reimbursement policies of the city.
The city clerk shall cause a copy of this code of ethics to be distributed to every public officer of the city
within thirty days after enactment of the ordinance codified in this chapter. The ordinance codified in
this chapter will also be made available on the city’s web page and hard copies will be made available
upon request. (Ord. 019/2013 § 1 (Exh. A); Ord. 003/2010 § 1 (Exh. A). Formerly 2.52.090)

4.30.070 Appeal – Penalties for violation.
Appeal of a decision of the board of ethics that the code of ethics has been violated, or a decision of the
city council as to an admonition, reprimand, censure, or removal, may be filed with the Snohomish
County superior court, Washington State. Any person who files with the ethics board a false charge of
misconduct on the part of any public official or public employee when the person knows it is false shall
be guilty of a misdemeanor. In addition to criminal penalties, violators shall pay a civil penalty of five
hundred dollars, or three times the economic value of anything received in violation of this chapter,
whichever is greater. Any monetary penalty assessed civilly shall be placed in the city’s general fund.
(Ord. 019/2013 § 1 (Exh. A); Ord. 003/2010 § 1 (Exh. A). Formerly 2.52.100)
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Chapter 4.50
PARK BOARD

Sections:
4.50.010 Created – Membership – Compensation.
4.50.020 Terms of Office.
4.50.030 Powers and duties.
4.50.040 Matters referred to the board by city council.
4.50.050 Reports.
4.50.060 Selection of officers.
4.50.070 Meetings and voting.
4.50.080 Definitions.

4.50.010 Created – Membership – Compensation.
A. There is hereby created a seven‐member board of park commissioners. The park board shall consist
of five members at large, with one member from the city planning commission and one member from
the Monroe school district.
B. The mayor with the consent of the city council shall appoint the members at large. The members at
large shall be of recognized fitness for such position, shall be selected without respect to political
affiliations and shall reside within the limits of the city of Monroe, except the mayor may appoint, with
consent of the city council, one board member from the city of Monroe’s urban growth area to fill a
vacant position. The mayor shall confer with the planning commission and Monroe school district to
select a representative from each organization. The mayor shall appoint one member from each
organization, with the consent of the city council.
C. Each park commissioner may be paid for attending park board meetings, workshops and
conferences. The amount shall be set annually by resolution by the city council on a per meeting for not
more than one meeting per month basis. Each park commissioner may be reimbursed for actual
expenses incurred in the discharge of his or her official or authorized duties upon presentation of a claim
therefor and after allowance and approval thereof by the city council.
D. The city council may select a member from its body as a liaison to the board of park commissioners.
(Ord. 021/2014 § 1; Ord. 004/2011 §§ 1, 2; Ord. 009/2004; Ord. 1266, 2002; Ord. 1222, 2000; Ord. 941,
1990)
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4.50.020 Terms of Office.
C. The term of office for each appointed board member shall be four years except that the term of
members from the planning commission and Monroe school district shall be for two years. No board
member shall serve on the park board for a period exceeding twelve consecutive years, except as
provided in this section.
1. A person may serve on the park board for a total of thirteen years if the person was
previously appointed to fill a vacancy on the park board and the period of appointment was less
than one year.
2. A person who has previously served twelve years on the park board shall be eligible for
appointment to fill a vacancy on the park board if the period of appointment is less than one
year.
3. The limitations set forth in this section shall not prevent a person from being appointed to
serve on the park board where two consecutive years have lapsed since the date the person last
served on the park board.

4.50.030 Powers and duties.
The board shall be an advisory board to the city council and shall have and exercise those powers and
that authority prescribed below:
A. Review on an annual basis the comprehensive park and recreation plan and suggest amendments, if
appropriate, to the city council.
B. Work with the planning commission in reviewing the needs and locations of park sites.
C. Continually assess the city park and recreation facilities, programs, needs and costs and make
recommendations to the city council for the care, management, supervision, improvement and
budgeting for parks, recreational facilities and programs.
D. Advise the city council on annual budget needs for the parks department.
E. Advise the council on the personnel needs of the maintenance and operation of the park system.
F. Advise the city council on capital expenditures program for the park department, including planning
acquisition, construction, development, maintenance and operation; including restrictions on
concessions or privileges in parks and play and recreation grounds and other municipally owned
recreation facilities.
G. The park and recreation board, when requested by the city council, shall consider, investigate, make
findings, report and recommend upon any special matter of question concerning trees in the city coming
within the scope of its work.
H. The park and recreation board may remove, or cause or order to be removed, any tree or part
thereof which is in an unsafe condition or which by reason of its nature is injurious to sewers, electric
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power lines, gas lines, water lines, or other public improvements, or is affected with any injurious
fungus, insect or other pest. (Ord. 1222, 2000; Ord. 1087, 1996; Ord. 941, 1990)

4.50.040 Matters referred to the board by city council.
The city council may refer to the board for its recommendation and report on any ordinance, resolution
or other proposals on matters and subjects relating to city parks, parks operations, and recreation
programs and other similar matters generally considered under the influence of park and recreation
operations. (Ord. 941, 1990)

4.50.050 Reports.
The board of commissioners shall present an annual report to the city council. Such annual report shall
be in writing. (Ord. 941, 1990)

4.50.060 Selection of officers.
A chairperson, vice chairperson and secretary shall be elected each year. Officers shall be elected by a
majority of all commissioners present at the first meeting of the new year. (Ord. 941, 1990)

4.50.070 Meetings and voting.
The board of commissioners shall determine a monthly meeting time and date. The board may have
special meetings at other times; provided, such meetings are announced to the general public at least
ten days prior to said meetings; and further provided, that such special meeting is used to consider a
separate concern or agenda item. Special meetings should not be used to conduct general business.
(Ord. 941, 1990)

4.50.080 Definitions.
Words used in this chapter shall have the following meanings:
A. “Park board” means board of park commissioners.
B. “Parks department” means a branch of city government.
C. “Recreation” means any recreational facility, program, activity or function sponsored by or through
or as a part of the services offered to residents of the city of Monroe through the parks department.
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Chapter 4.60
PLANNING COMMISSION
Sections:
4.60.010 Created – Membership – Compensation.
4.60.020 Terms of office.
4.60.030 Powers and duties.
4.60.040 Matters referred to commission by city council.
4.60.050 Report of transactions and expenditures.
4.60.060 Selection of secretary.

4.60.010 Created – Membership – Compensation.
A. Pursuant to the authority conferred by Chapter 35A.63 RCW, as amended, there is created a city
planning commission consisting of seven members who shall be appointed by the mayor and confirmed
by the city council.
B. All members of the planning commission shall reside within the city limits of the city of Monroe,
except the mayor may appoint and the city council confirm one commissioner from the city of Monroe’s
urban growth area to fill a vacant position. The members shall be selected without respect to political
affiliations.
C. Each city planning commissioner may be paid for attending commission meetings and workshops an
amount not exceeding seventy‐five dollars per meeting for not more than one meeting each week.
Members may be reimbursed for expenses necessarily incurred in performing their official duties. (Ord.
013/2015 § 1; Ord. 004/2011 § 3; Ord. 031/2007 § 1; Ord. 022/2004; Ord. 1044, 1994; Ord. 875, 1988;
Ord. 666, 1978)

4.60.020 Terms of office.
The term of office for each appointed commission member shall be four years, and expiration of terms
of office shall be set forth so that each position shall expire in rotation on December 31st in each
succeeding year, so that the fewest possible terms will expire in any one year. No planning commission
member shall serve on the commission for a period exceeding twelve consecutive years, except as
provided in this section.
A. A person may serve on the planning commission for a total of thirteen years if the person
was previously appointed to fill a vacancy on the planning commission and the period of
appointment was less than one year.
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B. A person who has previously served twelve years on the planning commission shall be
eligible for appointment to fill a vacancy on the planning commission if the period of
appointment is less than one year.
C. The limitations set forth in this section shall not prevent a person from being appointed to
serve on the planning commission where two consecutive years have lapsed since the date the
person last served on the planning commission. (Ord. 021/2014 § 2; Ord. 004/2011 § 4; Ord.
666, 1978)

4.60.030 Powers and duties.
The planning commission shall have all the powers and perform each and all of the duties specified in
this code. (Ord. 975, 1991; Ord. 666, 1978)

4.60.040 Matters referred to commission by city council.
The city council may refer to the planning commission for its recommendation and report any
ordinance, resolution or other proposal relating to any of the matters and subjects referred to in
Chapter 35A.63 RCW, as amended, and the commission shall promptly report to the council thereon,
making such recommendations and giving such counsel as it may deem proper. (Ord. 022/2004; Ord.
666, 1978)

4.60.050 Report of transactions and expenditures.
The planning commission, at or before its first regular meeting in September of each year, shall make a
full report in writing to the city council of its transactions and expenditures, if any, for the calendar year
preceding, with such general recommendations as to matters covered by its prescribed duties and
authority as may seem proper to it. (Ord. 666, 1978)

4.60.060 Selection of secretary.
The planning commission may designate one of its members to act as secretary, without salary, or, if
requested by the commission, the mayor shall designate a member of the paid staff of the city to serve
as such secretary. (Ord. 666, 1978)
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Chapter 4.70
SALARY COMMISSION
Sections:
4.70.010 Created – Membership – Compensation
4.70.020 Terms of Office
4.70.030 Powers and Duties
4.70.040 Referendum Measures

4.70.010 Created – Membership – Compensation.
A. The salary commission shall review and establish the salaries of the mayor and the councilpersons
and shall exercise the powers and perform the duties set forth by RCW 35.21.015, as now existing or
hereafter amended.
B. Established. There is created and established an independent salary commission. The commission
shall consist of five members, to be appointed by the mayor with the approval of the city council.
C. A member of the commission shall not be an officer, official, or employee of the city or an
immediate family member of an officer, official, or employee of the city. For purposes of this section,
“immediate family member” means the parents, spouse, siblings, children, or dependent relatives of an
officer, official, or employee of the city, whether or not living in the household of the officer, official, or
employee.
D. Members of the commission shall serve without compensation.

4.70.020 Terms of Office.
A member of the commission shall serve for a three‐year term and shall be a resident of the city. Initial
terms shall be staggered with two members appointed for terms beginning upon their appointment in
2015 and ending December 31, 2017, two members appointed for terms beginning upon their
appointment and ending December 31, 2016, and one member appointed for a term beginning upon his
or her appointment and ending December 31, 2015. No member of the commission shall be appointed
to more than two terms, whether consecutive or otherwise.

4.70.030 Powers and Duties.
1. The commission shall have the duty to review the salaries paid by the city to the mayor and city
council. If after such review the commission determines that the salary paid to the mayor or city council
should be increased or decreased, the commission shall file a written salary schedule with the city clerk
indicating the increase or decrease in salary.
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2. The commission shall convene and complete its first review of the salaries paid to the mayor and
city council within ninety days of the appointment of the commission. Should the commission determine
that the salary paid to the mayor or city council should be increased or decreased, the commission shall
file its initial schedule of salaries for the mayor and city council with the city clerk no later than the
ninety‐first day following the appointment of the commission.
3. For subsequent years, the commission shall meet no less than one time per year, during the month
of August.
4. All meetings of the commission shall be governed by the Open Public Meetings Act and shall be
open to the public except as otherwise allowed under that Act. Members of the public shall have an
opportunity to comment or submit comments in writing prior to a commission vote to increase or
decrease salaries.
5. Any increase or decrease in salary shall become effective and incorporated into the city budget
without further action of the city council or the commission.
6. Salary increases established by the commission shall be effective as to the mayor and all
councilpersons, regardless of their terms of office.
7. Salary decreases established by the commission shall not be effective as to an incumbent mayor and
councilpersons until the commencement of their next term of office.
8. Any adjustment of salary by the commission shall supersede any city ordinance related to the
budget or fixing of salaries, but only to the extent there is a conflict.
9. The commission shall adopt rules of procedure to govern its meetings. Such rules shall make
provision for the taking of minutes and keeping of commission records, and shall provide for the
election of such officers as are deemed necessary by the commission for the conduct of its business.

4.70.040 Referendum Measures.
1. Salary increases and decreases shall be subject to referendum petition by the people of the city in
the same manner as a city ordinance upon filing of such petition with the city clerk within thirty days
after filing of the salary schedule. In the event of the filing of a valid referendum petition, the salary
increase or decrease shall not go into effect until approved by vote of the people.
2. Referendum measures under this section shall be submitted to the voters of the city at the next
following general or municipal election occurring thirty days or more after the petition is filed, and shall
be otherwise governed by the provisions of the state Constitution, or city charter, or laws generally
applicable to referendum measures. (Ord. 001/2015 § 1; Ord. 038/2004; Ord. 1174, 1999)
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OLD
2.70.010 Civil service system created, appointment, terms, removal and quorum.
There is created in the city a civil service system which shall be composed of three persons. The
members of such commission shall be appointed by the mayor; provided, that the members of the civil
service commission constituted pursuant to the Monroe City Code sections repealed at the enactment
of this chapter shall be the initial commissioners of the newly created civil service system and shall
continue in office until the term of their original appointment expires. Existing appointments at the date
of adoption of the ordinance codified in this chapter are hereby confirmed and the staggered terms of
each position shall be maintained. The members of such commission shall serve without compensation.
No person shall be appointed a member of such commission who is not a citizen of the United States, a
resident of such city for at least three years immediately preceding such appointment, and an elector of
the county wherein he resides. Except for the initial commission, the term of office of such
commissioners shall be for six years. Any member of such commission may be removed from office for
incompetency, incompatibility or dereliction of duty, or malfeasance in office, or other good cause;
provided, however, that no member of the commission shall be removed until charges have been
preferred in writing, due notice and a full hearing had. The members of such commission shall devote
due time and attention to the performance of the duties hereinafter specified and imposed upon them
by this chapter. Two members of such commission shall constitute a quorum and the votes of any two
members of such commission concurring shall be sufficient for the decision of all matters and the
transaction of all business to be decided or transacted by the commission under or by virtue of the
provisions of this chapter. Confirmation of the appointment or appointments of commissioners by the
city council shall not be required. (Ord. 025/2005 § 2)
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NEW
2.70.010 Civil service system composition, terms, and removal.
A. There is created in the city a civil service system which shall be composed of three persons. The
members of such commission shall be appointed by the mayor; provided, that the members of the civil
service commission constituted pursuant to the Monroe City Code sections repealed at the enactment
of this chapter shall be the initial commissioners of the newly created civil service system and shall
continue in office until the term of their original appointment expires. Existing appointments at the date
of adoption of the ordinance codified in this chapter are hereby confirmed and the staggered terms of
each position shall be maintained. No person shall be appointed a member of such commission who is
not a citizen of the United States, a resident of such city for at least three years immediately preceding
such appointment, and an elector of the county wherein he resides. Confirmation of the appointment or
appointments of commissioners by the city council shall not be required. (Ord. 025/2005 § 2)
B. Except for the initial commission, the term of office of such commissioners shall be for six years. No
civil service commissioner shall serve more than two full consecutive terms. An appointment to fill the
unexpired portion of a term less than two years in length shall not constitute a full term. (Ord. 025/2005
§ 2)
C. Any member of such commission may be removed from office for incompetency, incompatibility or
dereliction of duty, or malfeasance in office, or other good cause; provided, however, that no member
of the commission shall be removed until charges have been preferred in writing, due notice and a full
hearing had. The members of such commission shall devote due time and attention to the performance
of the duties hereinafter specified and imposed upon them by this chapter.
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MONROE CITY COUNCIL
Agenda Bill No. 19-105
SUBJECT:

Council Chambers Video/Live-Streaming

DATE:
05/07/2019

DEPT:
City Clerk

Discussion – Council:
Discussion – Committee:
Attachments:

CONTACT:
Elizabeth
Adkisson

PRESENTER:
Elizabeth
Adkisson

ITEM:
Discussion
Items #4

05/07/2019
10/16/2018; 04/16/2019 (Legislative Affairs)
1. AV System Considerations/Ballpark Pricing (provided by
AVCaptureAll All)
2. Local Jurisdiction Comparables

REQUESTED ACTION: Discussion; and provide direction to the Mayor and City Staff regarding
the provision of videos/live-streaming of City Council and other City Meetings/Events.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
Is the City Council interested in providing videos/live-streaming of City Council and other City
Meetings/Events to the public; and does the Committee recommend the Mayor and Staff look into
alternatives to do so?
DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND
City Council approved the Council Chambers Remodel project in early 2018, which has now been
completed. Part of the audio upgrades included the purchase of the AV Capture All (AVCA)
software which allows for the audio recording of meetings and court hearings in the Council
Chambers. This software also has the capability to capture video recordings, post online, and
provide live web-streaming of meetings and events held in Council Chambers.
The 2018 Remodel Project did not include any upgrades to provide for the video recording of
meetings and events held in the Council Chambers (example – the room is not wired for video
recordings). Therefore, if video recordings are desired, the City will need to look into a secondary
project to purchase and install video recording equipment.
Upon brief research of local agencies, some have taken to video recordings, posting online
(through a purchased software such as AVCA or via YouTube), and live-streaming. Depending
on the complexity of the video system desired, different equipment will need to be purchased, and
additional staffing at meetings/events may be needed in order to operate the desired video
system.
In brief, a few options the Mayor and Staff could explore include:
 One camera (one full room/stable view - $500-750 for camera only).
 Two cameras (one full room/stable view, one adjustable view; manual staff operation $3500-3750 for cameras only).
 Two cameras (two adjustable views; manual staff operation - $12,000-15,000 for cameras
only).
Attachment 1 was provided by AV Capture All and is entitled “AV System Considerations and
Ballpark Pricing;” this represents very rough estimates and only contemplates purchase of
equipment, not installation, rewiring, etc. In addition, any options requiring manual operation of
cameras will require additional staffing at Council Meetings by trained AV/IT Staff.
MCC Agenda 05/07/2019
Page 1 of 4

Discussion Items #4
AB19-105

The Legislative Affairs Committee reviewed this matter in October 2018, and it was requested
that Staff look into what video services other local jurisdictions are providing, as a comparison.
This information is included for Council’s consideration as Attachment 2.
The City Council Legislative Affairs Committee reviewed the video options at their April 16, 2019,
Meeting; the two Councilmembers in attendance were not in favor of pursuing Council video at
this time (Davis and Scarboro); however, recommended staff bring this matter forward for the full
Council’s consideration at an upcoming Study Session.
FISCAL IMPACT
None at this time. Should the Committee recommend looking into video alternatives, fiscal
impacts will be researched and will include cost estimates for the purchase and installation of the
appropriate software and equipment; network storage; opportunity costs for staffing; and other
costs to be determined.
Based on Attachment 1; cost estimates for camera equipment only begin in the range of $500 to
$17,000.
TIME CONSTRAINTS
None.
ALTERNATIVES TO REQUESTED ACTION


Recommend the Mayor and City Staff look into the provision of videos/live-streaming; and
report back to the Council regarding the presented options/options of choice; to include
enhanced cost estimates.



Do not recommend the Mayor and City Staff look into the provision of videos/livestreaming at this time.
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ATTACHMENT 1
AV System Considerations and Ballpark Pricing
Provided by AV Capture All
Here are some of the considerations that need to be determined to arrive at an accurate
estimate for adding video:
‐ How many camera angles are desired?
‐ What is the size of the room?
‐ What is the ceiling height? Is the ceiling drop-tiled or solid (for wiring)? Is there good
lighting?
‐ How many council members at the dais?
‐ Any other staff positions that should be included in the shot?
‐ Do you want a shot of the speaker at the podium? Shot of the audience?
‐ Do you want to zoom in on individual council members, or is a wide-shot of all members
acceptable?
If you can provide answers to these questions, I can have our hardware division, AVCA
Hardware, put together a quote for you.
To give you a ballpark idea for considerations in answering the questions, here are some ranges.
Inexpensive Options:
‐ Single fixed camera mounted in the back of the room with zoom-able lens capturing a wide
shot of entire council ~ $500 - $750
‐ Two fixed cameras (one back of room pointed at council, one behind council pointed at
podium), manual switcher ~ $1,000 - $1,500
‐ Same as above, but auto-switched based on podium mic ~ $1,500 - $2,000
‐ Single PTZ (Pan/Tilt/Zoom) camera, manual joystick control ~ $2,500 - $3,000
More Expensive Options:
‐ Single PTZ (Pan/Tilt/Zoom) camera, DSP Mixer, auto-switching, camera angle pre-sets ~
$10,000 - $12,000
‐ Two PTZ cameras, DSP mixer, auto-switching, camera angle pre-sets ~ $12,000 $15,000
‐ Two PTZ cameras, One Fixed camera, DSP mixer, auto-switching, camera angle pre-sets
~ $13,000 - $16,000
‐ Two PTZ cameras, Presentation Video, DSP mixer, auto-switching, camera angle presets ~ $13,000 - $16,000
‐ Two PTZ cameras, One Fixed camera, Presentation, DSP mixer, auto-switching, camera
angle pre-sets ~ $14,000 - $17,000
Alternatives:
‐ Microphone Upgrade ~ $3,000 - $4,000
‐ Sound Reinforcement (Room Speakers) ~ $1,000 - $3,000
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ATTACHMENT 2
Local Jurisdiction Comparables
CITY

COUNCIL
VIDEO?

FORMAT

VIEWS

LIVE
STREAMING?

STAFFING?

Sultan

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Snohomish

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lake Stevens

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Granite Falls

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Marysville

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Arlington

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mill Creek

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mukilteo

YES

City’s Granicus webpage;
multiple cameras and views (4)

Unknown

YES

Yes; 1 staff member (IT); attends
all meetings and runs cameras

Kenmore

YES

iCompass/YouTube Channel
(since 2015); one camera/view

43 views per meeting
(2019)

YES

Yes

Bothell

YES

YouTube Channel (since
2011); multiple cameras and
views (4)

58 views per meeting
(2019)

YES

Yes; 2 contracted individuals;
attend all meetings and run
audio/video

Woodinville

YES

City’s Granicus webpage;
multiple cameras and views

Unknown

YES

Yes

Duvall

YES

YouTube Channel (since
2017); one camera/view

8 views per meeting
(2019)

NO

Yes; 1 staff member (PIO);
attends all meetings, runs
cameras, edits video for posting.

Snoqualmie

YES

YouTube Channel (since
2013); two cameras; multiple
views

125 views per meeting
(2019)

YES

Yes; 2 staff members (IT); attend
all meetings and run audio/video
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