
 

 

Planning and Economic Development 
Committee Agenda  

 
February 7, 2019 

5:30 p.m. 
SeaTac City Hall 
Riverton Room 

 
1st Floor 

Councilmembers:  
Joel Wachtel, Chair 
Peter Kwon 
Stanley Tombs  
 
A quorum of the Council may be present. 

 
Staff Coordinator: Steve Pilcher, CED Director  

 
 

ITEM TOPIC PROCESS WHO TIME 
1 Call to Order 

 
 Chair 5:30 

2 Public Comment Please raise your hand if you would 
like to speak. Public comments are 
limited to 10 minutes total and three 
minutes per individual speaker. Time 
may be reduced for each speaker to 
stay within the10-minute time limit. 

Chair 5:31 
(10 min) 

3 Minutes of 01/03/19 
meeting 

Review & approve All 5:41 
(1 min) 

4 Fiber Optics 
Broadband study 

Briefing & discussion Tim Ramsaur 5:42 
(15 min) 

5 Foreclosed homes -                 
ProChamps services 

Briefing & discussion Steve Pilcher  5:57 
(15 min) 

6 Shorelines Master 
Program update 

Briefing & discussion Jennifer Kester 6:12 
(30 min) 

7 Small Wireless 
Facilities 

Briefing re:  Council public hearing on 
2/12/19 

Jennifer Kester 6:42 
(5 min) 

8  Orillia Rd. Annexation Discussion Steve Pilcher  6:47 
(10 min) 

9 Future Topics  Fire Station 47 disposition 

 Density & GMA requirements 

 Small Wireless Facilities 

 2019 Comprehensive Plan 
update 

All 6:57 
(3 min) 

10 Adjourn 
 

  7:00 

 



Thursday, January 3, 2019 

5:30 PM 

 SeaTac City Hall – Riverton Room 

Members: Present: Absent: Commence:    5:31 P.M. 

Adjourn:          7:00 P.M. 

Rick Forschler, Chair  X 
Peter Kwon       X 
Joel Wachtel       X 

Other Councilmembers:  Pam Fernald, Mayor Erin Sitterley, Deputy Mayor Clyde Hill 

Staff Present: City Manager Joseph Scorcio; Steve Pilcher, CED Director; Aleksandr 

Yeremeyev, Economic Development Strategist; Mark Johnsen, Sr. Assistant City 

Attorney; Gary Schenk, Building Services Manager; Jennifer Kester, Planning Manager; 

Mary Mirante Bartolo, City Attorney 

1. Public Comment Vicki Lockwood inquired whether the LIHI project would be subject property 

taxes, including school taxes. 

2. Minutes of

12/3/18 Meeting Moved and seconded to approve. Approved 3-0. 

Planning and Economic Development 

Committee Minutes 
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3. PSA for former 

Fire Station 47 

property 

__X__  Recommendation 
 
City Manager Scorcio provided a recap of the RFP process that occurred 
during last summer and fall. He noted that staff had negotiated a PSA per 
the direction received from the City Council. 
 
Sr. Asst. City Attorney Mark Johnsen reviewed the draft PSA (a revised copy 
was provided at the meeting). He highlighted the key components, which 
includes a failure to commence clause. Mr. Johnsen noted LIHI’s need to be 
able to secure financing through an annual funding cycle process (next cycle 
occurs in September 2019). Closure of the sale could occur in the final 
quarter of this year or early 2020. He clarified that the project would be 
subject to property taxes, but they could apply for a Multifamily Tax 
Exemption per SeaTac code. He also highlighted the provision for ground 
floor commercial to be explored. 
 
Robin Amadon with LIHI provided further clarification of the taxation issue. 
 
City Manager Scorcio provided information about the City’s Multifamily Tax 
Exemption program, noting it has never been utilized. 
 
Ms. Amadon discussed the potential of providing ground floor commercial. 
Some uses (such as a restaurant) would need to be identified early so the 
building could be designed appropriately. LIHI would also need to be able to 
prove to a lender that they would be able to lease any commercial space at 
a competitive rate. 
 
CM Wachtel expressed concern that “anticipated” provisions might change 
in the future, for example, targeted income levels. Ms. Amadon provided an 
explanation of how LIHI is required to operate in order to meet their funding 
obligations. She indicated there is clearly a current demand for 60% AMI 
housing. She also described their annual inspection requirement that 
ensures the property is being properly maintained. 
 
CM Kwon questioned the definition of “workforce housing” and whether the 
agreement should note a minimum percentage of AMI (e.g., 60%) for future 
tenants. He also stated he prefers the contract require ground floor 
commercial space be provided. 
 
City Manager Scorcio stated that it would not be proper to include such a 
provision in the PSA. 
 
The committee discussed whether it wished to have more time to discuss 
this issue at a future meeting and not make a recommendation at this time. 
 
Moved to recommend Council act on this with a requirement to include a 
60% AMI requirement. There was no second to the motion. 
 
By consensus, it was agreed to discuss this issue again at a special meeting 
to be held next Wednesday, January 9th at 5:00 p.m. 



 

 

 

4. Foreclosed 

houses/possible 

3rd party service 

 
__X__  Discussion/Direction 
 
Building Service Manager Gary Schenk informed the committee of a private 
company that can provide services regarding the issue of foreclosed and 
abandoned homes. He is asking the committee if this is an option they would 
like staff to explore more fully. The City of Spokane uses this company 
(ProChamps) to address the many dilapidated houses within that city. He 
reviewed the ProChamps program services that are offered, both in terms of 
foreclosed/abandoned homes and rental housing registration. He noted that 
representatives from the company would be willing to come to a future 
meeting to discuss this further. 
 
CM Wachtel spoke in favor of establishing such a program. 
 
CM Kwon supported the idea of the registration of foreclosed homes. He 
inquired about how their process works to ensure enforcement. 
 
The committee was supportive of exploring this program further. Staff will 
arrange for ProChamps representatives to attend a future meeting. 

 
5. Small Cell 

Wireless 

Facilities Interim 

Ordinance  

 
__X__  Recommendation 
 
Planning Manager Jennifer Kester reviewed the issue of new federal 
standards concerning small wireless facilities. Staff is recommending 
adoption of interim regulations in order to ensure compliance with the new 
FCC rules. She reviewed what interim land use regulations are and required 
components. She also reviewed what small wireless facilities are and the 
nature of the FCC ruling. 
 
Ms. Kester handed out the proposed ordinance, which is based on a model 
ordinance being used by other jurisdictions in the area. She provided 
examples of different ways this technology is being deployed. The proposed 
schedule was reviewed, with the intention of developing final regulations 
before the end of the year. 
 
It was noted that current City regulations are more strict that FCC standards. 
 
It was agreed to recommend the Council adopt the interim regulations at its 
meeting on January 8th. 

 

6. Future Topics 

 

 Orillia Road annexation 
 

 Discuss density and GMA requirements 

 

7. Adjourn 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 PM 
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MEMORANDUM 
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Date:  February 5, 2019 

To: Planning and Economic Development Committee of the City Council 

From: Jennifer Kester, Planning Manager 

Subject: Shoreline Master Program Update 

The City is commencing a periodic review of its Shoreline Master Plan (SMP) as required 
every eight years by the Shoreline Management Act (Chapter 90.58 RCW). SeaTac’s 
SMP, a land use plan for local shoreline areas, applies to the lakeshore along Angle Lake 
and 200 feet landward of the lakeshore. 

This review is not a major update like the City completed in 2010. Instead, the periodic 
review is limited in scope to changes that occurred to state laws and rules since the 2010 
update. Additionally, the update ensures that the SMP is consistent with other SeaTac 
plans and regulations. Review, and any necessary updates, is required by June 30, 2019. 

Planning Commission began review in January.  A Planning Commission open house and 
public hearing is scheduled for March 5th.  The PED and City Council will be presented the 
Commission’s recommendation in May. 

The City has developed a webpage that will be updated as needed to provide draft 
documents, status updates, and other project information to stakeholders and the public: 
www.seatacwa.gov/shorelineupdate.  The proposed updates to the current SMP can be 
found on this page.  You can also access the existing SMP through that page. 

At your February 7th meeting, city staff will introduce the project, discuss the timeframe, 
and present the items in the current SMP that should be amended.  For review prior to our 
meeting, the following has been enclosed; other documents can be found on the webpage: 

1. Map of Angle Lake Shoreline Jurisdiction and Designations

2. Public Participation Plan

3. Frequently Asked Questions Handout

4. Gap Analysis

EXHIBIT 6
DATE: 02/07/19
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM:  
PERIODIC REVIEW PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 

Introduction 
The City of SeaTac is undertaking 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 each SMP to be reviewed, and revised if needed, on an eight-year schedule 
established by the state Legislature. The review ensures the SMP stays current with changes in 
laws and rules, remains consistent with other SeaTac plans and regulations, and is responsive to 
changed circumstances, new information and improved data. 

The purpose of this Public Participation Plan is to describe how SeaTac will encourage early and 
continuous public input throughout the SMP review process, including the steps that SeaTac 
will take to provide opportunities for public engagement and public comment, as well as 
SeaTac contact information and web addresses.  

This plan is a working document and will be adjusted as needed to provide for the greatest and 
broadest public participation over the course of the periodic review process. 

1.0 Public Participation Goals 
• Provide interested parties with timely information, an understanding of the process, and 

opportunities to review and comment on proposed amendments to the SMP.  
• Actively solicit information from citizens, property owners and stakeholders about their 

concerns, questions and priorities for the periodic review process. 
• Encourage interested parties to informally review and comment on proposed changes to 

the SMP throughout the process and provide those comments to decision makers. 
• Provide forums for formal public input at project milestones prior to decision-making by 

local officials. 
• Consult and consider recommendations from neighboring jurisdictions, federal and 

state agencies, and Native American tribes. 

2.0 Public Participation Opportunities 
SeaTac is committed to providing multiple opportunities for public participation throughout 
the process and will use a variety of communication tools to inform the public and encourage 
participation, including the following: 

 2.1 Website 
SeaTac’s website will include a periodic review webpage where interested parties can access 
status updates, draft documents, official notices, minutes and other project information. It can 
be found at: www.seatacwa.gov/shorelineupdate. The webpage will be the primary repository 

http://www.seatacwa.gov/shorelineupdate
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of all information related to the periodic review process, including draft documents, official 
notices, a Frequently Asked Questions section, and other project information. The page will 
include who to contact for more information and an email link for questions and comments.  

2.2 Noticing 
A flyer will be mailed to all property owners and tenants along Angle Lake notifying them of 
the upcoming SMP review and inviting them to join an email list of interested parties. The list 
will be maintained by the Community and Economic Development Department and will be 
used to notify interested parties regarding periodic review progress and participation 
opportunities, including the open house and public hearing. Interested parties can be added to 
the list by contacting Jennifer Kester, Planning Manager, at 206.973.4842 or 
jkester@seatacwa.gov. 

2.3 Public Comment Periods and Hearings 
The Planning Commission will hold an introductory meeting to review and discuss the periodic 
update and proposed SMP revisions. The Planning Commission will provide recommendations 
for amendments to City Council at a separate meeting. City Council and/or the Planning and 
Economic Development Committee of the Council may have a study session to discuss the 
Planning Commission’s recommendations prior to adoption.  

A public open house will be held immediately prior to a public hearing which will be held 
before the Planning Commission during the 30-day public comment period. SeaTac will 
coordinate with the Department of Ecology on public notification of comment periods and 
hearings to take advantage of Ecology’s optional SMP amendment process that allows for a 
combined state-local comment period (WAC 173-26-104). Public notice of all comment periods 
and hearings will state who is holding the comment period and/or hearing, the date and time, 
and the location of any public hearing. Notices will be published per official policy and comply 
with all other legal requirements such as the Americans with Disabilities Act. A notice will be 
sent to the email list (2.2, above), stakeholders (3.0, below) and the Department of Ecology.  

Following the joint public comment period, the City will provide documentation of comments 
received, City responses to comments, and proposed amendments based on public comments 
and the public hearing. Upon initial determination from the Department of Ecology, the City 
Council will adopt proposed amendments. 

2.4 News media 
The local news media will be kept up to date on the periodic review process and receive copies 
of all official notices. 
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2.5 Ongoing Comment 
All documents under consideration will be available on the periodic review webpage and 
available for review at SeaTac City Hall. Interested parties will be encouraged to provide 
comments by letter or e-mail. All comments will be compiled and provided to the Planning 
Commission and City Council.  

3.0 Stakeholders 
SeaTac will reach out to the following stakeholders: 

Washington Department of Ecology 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
King County 
City of Burien 
City of Tukwila 
City of Normandy Park 
City of Des Moines 
City of Kent 
City of Seattle 
Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group 
Shoreline property owners on Angle Lake 

4.0 Timeline 
The following is a general timeline including anticipated public participation opportunities. 
SeaTac will coordinate with the Department of Ecology throughout the process. A detailed 
timeline will be posted on the periodic review webpage. 

December - 
January 

Public Participation Plan 
Website launch 
Notification sent to interested parties  
Review SMP and other relevant City codes and policies 

January Propose draft amendments  
Planning Commission review 

February - 
March 

30-day public comment period on draft revisions  
Community open house meeting 
Public Hearing before Planning Commission during 30-day public comment period 
Planning Commission recommendation to City Council  

April - June Environmental review (SEPA) 



Public Participation Plan 
Shoreline Master Program Periodic Update 
City of SeaTac 
December 2018 
 

4 
 

Ecology initial determination (up to 45 days) 

June City Council adoption 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
Periodic Update of SeaTac’s Shoreline Master Program 

What is a Shoreline Master Program (SMP)? 
A Shoreline Master Program (SMP) is a set of policies and regulations required by state law that has three basic 
principles: 

• Encourages reasonable and appropriate development of shorelines with an emphasis on water dependent 
uses, which when developed are consistent with the control of pollution and prevention of damage to the 
natural environment, such as docks, marinas, and recreational facilities, or industries and commercial uses 
that require a shoreline location and support economic development; and, 

• Protects the natural resources and character of the shorelines, the land, vegetation, wildlife, water, and 
aquatic life within shoreline environment; and, 

• Promotes public access and provides opportunities to enjoy the aesthetic qualities of the natural shorelines 
and recreational activities in shoreline areas. 

Where does this apply? 
“Shorelines of the state” include rivers and streams with mean annual flow more than 20 cubic feet per second, 
lakes 20 acres or larger, and all marine shorelines. Shorelines of the state in SeaTac include only Angle Lake. The 
shoreline jurisdiction extends 200 feet landward of the lake’s edge.  There are no documented critical areas 
along the lake or natural streams which flow in or out of the lake. 

What is a periodic update of the SMP? 
The City of SeaTac completed an update of its Shoreline Master Program in 2010. Washington state law requires 
jurisdictions to review and update their SMPs every eight years in accordance with the Shoreline Management 
Act (SMA) and its current guidelines and legislative rules to attain state approval.  The deadline for SeaTac’s 
periodic update is June 30, 2019. 

This periodic update will focus on: 

• Reviewing relevant legislative updates since the 2010 SMP update and incorporating any applicable 
amendments;  

• Ensuring consistency with SeaTac’s 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update; and 

• Ensuring compatibility with other City regulations. 

This periodic update will NOT: 

• Re-evaluate the ecological baseline that was established as part of the 2010 SMP update; 

• Extensively assess no net loss criteria other than to ensure that proposed amendments do not result in 
degradation of the baseline condition; or 
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• Change shoreline jurisdiction or environment designations.  

How do shoreline regulations apply to land use and development activities? 
Shoreline regulations apply to any change in land use or development activity that occurs within the shoreline 
jurisdiction, as defined in the SMP. Included in those modifications and uses regulated in the SMP are:  

• New or expanded structures, such as houses, sheds, and decks; 

• New or expanded in-water and over-water structures, such as docks, buoys, and boat launches; 

• Land development and alteration, such as clearing, grading, dredging, or filling; and  

• Other activities along the shorelines, including restoration (e.g., riparian planting, bank stabilization), trail 
construction, and public access. 

What is a Shoreline Exemption and what is required to obtain approval? 
Certain land uses and development activities are exempt from the requirement to obtain a Shoreline Substantial 
Development Permit, but are not exempt from compliance with the Shoreline Master Program. Exemptions are 
issued in writing by the City after the submission of a complete application, including a site plan. Even though an 
activity is exempt from requiring a Substantial Development Permit, a conditional use or variance permit may be 
required. Exemptions under the SMP are different than exemptions under the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA). 

How does the SMP affect existing uses and development? 
SMP regulations are not retroactive. SMP regulations apply to new development and uses. Existing uses and 
developments legally established may be repaired, maintained and operated. The SMP applies to proposals for 
expansion or alteration of existing uses and structures.  

Structures and uses that were legally established in the past may become legally nonconforming due to new 
shoreline rules that are adopted over time. Current SMP regulations allow these previously built structures and 
established uses to continue as they are presently operating. Residential structures that were legally established 
and are used for a conforming use, but that do not meet current SMP standards (e.g. height, buffers, setbacks, 
etc.) are considered conforming structures.  

What is public access to shorelines? When is it required? 
Public access is a preferred use per the SMA. Public access can be physical access (e.g. trail) and/or visual access 
(e.g. view corridors). Public access standards apply to new development, not existing development. Generally, 
new public access is only required for private uses of certain sizes (e.g. large subdivisions, resorts, etc.) and for 
public uses. Public access requirements do not allow for trespass on private property. 

What is No Net Loss? 
The SMP Guidelines establish the standard of no net loss. No net loss means that over time, the Citywide 
existing condition of shoreline ecological functions should remain the same as when the SMP is implemented. 
Simply stated, the no net loss standard is designed to balance the introduction of new impacts to shoreline 
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ecological functions resulting from new development through mitigation sequencing and restoration. The City 
must achieve this standard through both the SMP planning process and by appropriately regulating individual 
developments as they are proposed in the future. Any amendments to the SMP that may occur through the 
periodic update process would need to comply with the no net loss standard. 

How can I get more information? 

Website:  
http://www.seatacwa.gov/shorelineupdate 
 
Contact: 
Jennifer Kester - Planning Manager 
Community and Economic Development 
City of SeaTac 
206.973.4842 
jkester@seatacwa.gov 

http://www.seatacwa.gov/shorelineupdate
http://www.seatacwa.gov/shorelineupdate
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1. Introduction 
In accordance with the Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMA), local jurisdictions 
with shorelines of the state are required to conduct a periodic review of their Shoreline Master 
Programs (SMPs) (WAC 173-26-090). This review is intended to keep SMPs current with 
amendments to state laws or rules, changes to local plans and regulations, changes in local 
circumstances, and new or improved data and information. 

The City of SeaTac (SeaTac) adopted its current SMP in 2010 (Ordinance No. 10-1002). 
Shorelines of the State in SeaTac are limited to Angle Lake. The SeaTac SMP includes goals and 
policies, shoreline environment designations, and development regulations that guide the 
development and protection of these shorelines. Portions of the SMP are also codified as Title 18 
of the SMC.  

As a first step in the periodic review process, The Watershed Company (Watershed) reviewed 
the current SMP for consistency with legislative amendments made since its adoption. 
Watershed staff also reviewed the current SMP for consistency with the policies in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, adopted in December 2017 (Ordinance No. 17-1022), and with the 
implementing development regulations in the SMC. The Department of Ecology has verified 
that there are no known critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction in SeaTac. Therefore, the 
SMP does not adopt critical areas regulations specific to shoreline jurisdiction, and a review of 
consistency between the SMP and the City’s CAO is not necessary. 

The purpose of this gap analysis report is to provide a summary of the review and inform 
updates to the SMP. The report is organized into the following sections according to the content 
of the review: 

• Section 2 identifies gaps in consistency with legislative amendments. This analysis is 
based on a list of amendments between 2007 and 2017, as summarized by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and provided to the City as a 
Periodic Review Checklist. 

• Section 3 identifies gaps in consistency with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and with 
implementing sections of the City’s development regulations. Specifically, the review 
includes Titles 13, 14, 15 and 18 of the SMC. 

• Section 4 identifies issues of usability noted by both City staff and the Watershed team. 

For each section, the report presents the topic, relevant section(s) in the SMP, a summary of the 
analysis (consistency or usability), and a recommendation for revisions to the SMP. 

This report includes several tables that identify potential revision actions. Where potential 
revision actions are identified, they are classified as follows: 
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• “Mandatory” indicates revisions that are required for consistency with state laws. 

• “Recommended” indicates revisions that would improve consistency with state laws, 
but are not strictly required. 

• “Optional” indicates revisions that represent ways in which the City could elect to 
amend its SMP in accordance with state laws or for improved clarity and consistency, 
but that are not required or recommended for consistency with state laws. 

This document attempts to minimize the use of abbreviations; however, a select few are used to 
keep the document concise. These abbreviations are compiled below in Table 1. 

Table 1. Abbreviations used in this document. 

Abbreviation Meaning 
CARs Critical areas regulations 
City City of SeaTac 
Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
LID Low Impact Development 
RCW Revised Code of Washington 
SAO Sensitive Areas Ordinance 
SMP Shoreline Master Program 
SMA Shoreline Management Act 
WAC Washington Administrative Code 
SMC SeaTac Municipal Code 
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2. Consistency with Legislative Amendments 
Table 2 summarizes mandatory and recommended revisions to the SeaTac SMP based on the 
review of consistency with legislative amendments made since SMP adoption. Topics are 
organized in reverse chronological order of legislative amendments addressed. In general, 
mandatory changes to the SMP are minor in nature. The majority of them address revised rules 
with regard to SMP applicability, including updated exemption thresholds and definitions.  
Note that section numbers will be updated during the revision process. The section numbers 
listed in the Table below may differ from those in proposed updates to the SMP. 
 

Table 2. Summary of gaps in consistency with legislative amendments, and associated mandatory and 
recommended SMP revisions. 

Row Summary of change Review Action 

2017 

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

Title 18 and SMP 
definitions include 
outdated cost threshold of 
$5,718. Outdated threshold 
also referenced in SMC 
18.705(D)(1), SMP Chapter 
7, page 105, and SMP 
Chapter 8, page 123. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.200 & 18.705(D)(1), SMP 
Chapter 2 (page 26), SMP 
Chapter 7 (page 105), & 
SMP Chapter 8 (page 123). 

Mandatory: Update all 
references to outdated cost 
threshold for consistency 
with updated SMA rules. 
 
Note: Section numbers were 
created in the updated SMP 
document for ease of reference. 
The relevant sections in the 
updated SMP document for 
these revisions are 7.4.1 and 
8.4.1(A)(1). 
 
Recommended: Update 
outdated cost threshold 
information on City’s 
Shoreline Exemption Permit 
Application for consistency 
with updated SMP. 

b.  Ecology amended rules to 
clarify that the definition of 
“development” does not 
include dismantling or 
removing structures. 

Title 18 and SMP 
definitions do not include 
language to clarify that 
dismantling or removing 
structures is not considered 
development. 
 

Mandatory: Revise 
definition of 
“Development.” 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
DOE suggested language. 
“Development" means a use 
consisting of the 
construction or exterior 
alteration of structures; 
dredging; drilling; 
dumping; filling; removal of 
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 overlying lands 
subject to the act at any 
stage of water level. 
“Development” does not 
include dismantling or 
removing structures if there 
is no other associated 
development or re-
development. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.200 and SMP Chapter 2. 

c.  Ecology adopted rules that 
clarify exceptions to local 
review under the SMA. 

The SMP does not include 
these exceptions to local 
review under the SMA. 

Mandatory: Add reference 
to statutory exceptions. 
Create a separate section in 
the SMP to reference 
exceptions in WAC 173-27-
044, and -045, as amended. 
 
Note: Section 8.3 was created 
in the revised SMP document 
to address these revisions.  

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

The SMP does not include a 
thorough discussion of 
permit filing procedures. 
The SMP does reference 
RCW 90.58.140(6) for 
determining the date of 

Recommended: Update 
language in appeal process 
section of the SMP to clarify 
that the 21-day appeal 
period begins with the date 
of filing as defined by RCW 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
filing, although the 
discussion of the appeals 
process references a date of 
‘receipt.’ Forwarding 
shoreline permits to 
Ecology is included in the 
Roles and Responsibilities 
of the Shoreline 
Administrator, but there is 
no reference to WAC 173-
27-130 for proper permit 
filing procedure. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.700(B)(18), .730(D), .740 
and SMP Chapter 8, pages 
122, 138, and 140. 

90.58.140(6). Add reference 
to WAC 173-27-130 in the 
Shoreline Administrator 
Roles and Responsibilities 
to clearly reference proper 
permit filing procedures. 
 
Note: Section numbers were 
created in the updated SMP 
document for ease of reference. 
The relevant sections in the 
updated SMP document for 
these revisions are 
8.2(B)(xviii) and 8.6.  
 

e.  
 

Ecology amended forestry use 
regulations to clarify that 
forest practices that only 
involves timber cutting are not 
SMA “developments” and do 
not require SDPs.  

Forest practices are 
prohibited within shoreline 
jurisdiction.  
 
 

No change needed.  

f.  Ecology clarified the SMA 
does not apply to lands under 
exclusive federal jurisdiction 

There are no lands under 
exclusive federal 
jurisdiction on the shoreline 
of Angle Lake. 

No change needed. 

g.  
 

Ecology clarified “default” 
provisions for nonconforming 
uses and development.  

The SMP establishes its 
own provisions for 
nonconforming uses and 
development. The SMP and 
Title include a definition for 
“nonconforming use and 
development” which 
references WAC 173-27-080.  
 
Relevant Section(s): 
Definitions for 
“Nonconforming use and 
development” (SMC 18.200 
and SMP Chapter 2, page 

Optional: Consider 
updating definitions section 
to include distinct 
definitions for 
nonconforming use, 
nonconforming lot, and 
nonconforming 
development/structure 
consistent with WAC 173-
27-080. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
19), SMP Chapter 8 (page 
128) and SMC 18.735. 

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

Title 18 references WAC 
173-26 to establish 
procedures for periodic 
reviews and SMP 
amendments. The SMP 
lacks the corresponding 
Master Program Review 
section and provision 
(although it is included in 
the TOC). 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.750(D). 

Recommended: Add Master 
Program Review section to 
the SMP document to 
address the periodic review 
process for the SMP and 
include appropriate 
references to WAC 173-26-
090 and RCW 90.58.080. 
 
Note: Section 8.8 was created 
in the revised SMP document 
to address the periodic review 
process. 

i.  Ecology adopted a new rule 
creating an optional SMP 
amendment process that 
allows for a shared local/state 
public comment period.  

The SMP references WAC 
173-26 and RCW 90.58.120 
and .200 to establish 
procedures for SMP 
amendments. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.755 and SMP Chapter 8, 
page 139. 

No change needed. 

j.  Submittal to Ecology of 
proposed SMP amendments. 

The SMP references WAC 
173-26 and RCW 90.58.120 
and .200 to establish 
procedures for SMP 
amendments. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.755 and SMP Chapter 8, 
page 139. 

No change needed. 

2016 

a.  
 

The Legislature created a new 
shoreline permit exemption 
for retrofitting existing 
structures to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities 
Act. 

The SMP does not include 
this exemption, although 
the definition for 
“Exemption” references 
WAC 173-27-040. The 
applicability of this code 

Mandatory: Add exemption 
to SMP. Consider adding a 
reference to WAC 173-27-
040 to exemptions section of 
SMP to improve clarity and 
consistency. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
could be clarified, as 
elsewhere the SMP relies 
solely on a list of 
exemptions, rather than 
including a reference to the 
WAC.  
 
Relevant Section(s): 
Definition of “Exemption” 
(SMC 18.200, SMP Chapter 
2, page 15), SMC 18.705, 
SMP Chapter 8, Shoreline 
Permits and Exemptions 
(page 123) 

 
Note: Section numbers were 
created in the updated SMP 
document for ease of reference. 
The relevant section for these 
revisions in the updated SMP 
document is 8.4.1(A). 
 

b.  Ecology updated wetlands 
critical areas guidance 
including implementation 
guidance for the 2014 
wetlands rating system. 

SMP does not contain 
critical areas regulations. 
Per Ecology, there are no 
known critical areas within 
shoreline jurisdiction in 
SeaTac. 

No change needed. 

2015 

a.  The Legislature adopted a 90-
day target for local review of 
Washington State Department 
of Transportation (WSDOT) 
projects.  

The SMP does not address 
this. The City notes that a 
small portion of the I-5 
ROW is within shoreline 
jurisdiction. 

Recommended: Consider 
amending SMP to define 
special procedures for 
WSDOT projects per WAC 
173-27-125. Ecology has 
provided example 
language.  
 
Note: Section 8.4.3(C) was 
created in the revised SMP 
document to address special 
procedures for WSDOT 
projects. 

2014 

a.  The Legislature raised the cost 
threshold for requiring a 
Substantial Development 

The SMP and Title 18 both 
reference the outdated 
threshold of $10,000 and 

Mandatory: Update all 
references to outdated cost 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
Permit (SDP) for replacement 
docks on lakes and rivers to 
$20,000 (from $10,000). 

include references to WAC 
173-27-040 for exemptions. 
 
Relevant Section(s): 
Definition of “Substantial 
Development” (SMC 18.200 
and SMP Chapter 2, page 
26), SMC 18.705(D)(6), SMP 
Chapter 7 (page 110), SMP 
Chapter 8 (page 124) 

threshold for consistency 
with updated SMA rules. 
 
Note: Section numbers were 
created in the updated SMP 
document for ease of reference. 
The relevant sections for these 
revisions in the updated SMP 
document are 7.5.2 and 
8.4.1(a)(vi). 
  

b.  The Legislature created a new 
definition and policy for 
floating on-water residences 
legally established before 
7/1/2014. 

SeaTac has no existing 
floating on-water 
residences. 

No change needed. 

2012 

a.  The Legislature amended the 
SMA to clarify SMP appeal 
procedures.  

The SMP does not address 
SMP appeal process. 

No change needed. 

2011 

a.  Ecology adopted a rule 
requiring that wetlands be 
delineated in accordance with 
the approved federal wetland 
delineation manual. 

Per Ecology, there are no 
known critical areas within 
shoreline jurisdiction in 
SeaTac. Therefore, the SMP 
does not include a distinct 
set of Critical Areas 
Regulations. SeaTac’s CAO 
(SMC 15.700) references the 
approved federal 
delineation manual. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
15.700.015, .275, .285. 

No change needed. 

b.  Ecology adopted rules for new 
commercial geoduck 
aquaculture. 

Not applicable. SeaTac has 
no saltwater shorelines. 

Not applicable. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
c.  The Legislature created a new 

definition and policy for 
floating homes permitted or 
legally established prior to 
January 1, 2011. 

SeaTac has no existing 
floating on-water 
residences. 

No change needed. 

d.  The Legislature authorized a 
new option to classify 
existing structures as 
conforming. 

Title 18 and the SMP do not 
classify existing residential 
structures as conforming. 

No change needed. 

2010 

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

Per Ecology, there are no 
known critical areas within 
shoreline jurisdiction in 
SeaTac. Therefore, the SMP 
does not include a distinct 
set of Critical Areas 
Regulations, eliminating 
potential inconsistencies 
between shoreline CARs 
and SeaTac’s CAO.  
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.755(B), SMP Chapter 8 
(page 141) 

Mandatory: Revise 
language in Chapter 8, page 
141 to clarify that 
amendments to the SMP do 
not become effective until 
14 days from Ecology’s 
written notice of final 
action. 
 
Note: Section numbers were 
created in the updated SMP 
document for ease of reference. 
The relevant section for this 
revision in the updated SMP 
document is 8.9. 

2009 

a.  
 

The Legislature created new 
“relief” procedures for 
instances in which a shoreline 
restoration project within a 
UGA creates a shift in 
Ordinary High Water Mark.  

The SMP does not address 
this. 

No change needed. The City 
prefers to omit reference to 
the “relief” procedure for 
shoreline restoration 
projects from the SMP.  

b.  Ecology adopted a rule for 
certifying wetland mitigation 
banks.  

Per Ecology, there are no 
known critical areas within 
shoreline jurisdiction in 
SeaTac. Therefore, the SMP 
does not include a distinct 
set of Critical Areas 

No change needed. 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 
Regulations. SeaTac’s CAO 
(SMC 15.700) allows for the 
use of certified wetland 
mitigation banks. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
15.700.310(D)(4)(b) 

c.  The Legislature added 
moratoria authority and 
procedures to the SMA. 

The SMP does not address 
moratoria authority.  

No change needed. 

2007 

a.  
 
 

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

Title 18 and SMP 
definitions include both the 
FEMA maps definition and 
the SMA definition. There 
are only minor 
discrepancies between the 
updated language and the 
definitions included in 
these documents. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.200 and SMP Chapter 2 
(page 16) 

Optional: Update definition 
of “Floodway” to be wholly 
consistent with updated 
Ecology guidance. 

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.  

Neither Title 18 nor the 
current SMP include the 
necessary maps. 

Mandatory: Update maps 
and include in updated 
SMP. 

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. 

Title 18 and the SMP both 
include this exemption. 
 
Relevant Section(s): SMC 
18.705(D)(12) and SMP 
Chapter 8 (page 126) 

No change needed. 
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3. Consistency with Development Regulations and 
Comprehensive Plan 

Table 3 below summarizes recommended revisions to the SeaTac SMP, SeaTac Municipal Code, 
and Comprehensive Plan based on a review of consistency between the documents. The 
Comprehensive Plan adopts the goals and policies of the SMP as an element of the plan by 
reference, but also includes goals and policies related to shorelines in its text. The SMC 
establishes the applicability of the SMP in places, applying some catch-all provisions that ensure 
that the City has the authority to apply the SMP regulations in its operations and permitting, 
and includes some direct references to the SMP and shoreline jurisdiction. However, there are 
areas of the code that could be updated to provide additional clarity and consistency and 
strengthen the application of the SMP. These are summarized in the table below. 

A primary source of confusion on the issue of shoreline regulation in SeaTac is a lack of clarity 
over the applicability of the SMP document itself and Title 18 of the SMC, Shoreline 
Management Code. These two documents are not fully consistent with one another, which 
creates confusion among planners and residents as to which document to consult for 
information and direction on shoreline regulations. This is particularly problematic because 
Title 18 has been updated since the adoption of the SMP, incorporating Low Impact 
Development regulations in 2016, but these same updates were not applied to the SMP 
document itself. The City has expressed interest in repealing Title 18 and moving forward with 
an updated SMP document to simplify and clarify shoreline regulations in SeaTac.  

The SeaTac SMP is also unique in that it does not contain any critical areas regulations of its 
own, nor does it adopt the City’s Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) by reference. This owes to 
the fact that the SMP is limited to a single lake, with no known critical areas along its shorelines. 
However, there is confusion among the SMP, SAO, and Comprehensive Plan about how critical 
areas are regulated within shoreline jurisdiction. While the determination of no known critical 
areas was made, it’s important to note that critical areas are by their very nature dynamic. It’s 
entirely possible that either critical areas do exist within shoreline jurisdiction that simply were 
not captured during the previous review, or that critical areas (e.g., wetlands) may form in 
shoreline jurisdiction in the future. It’s important that the City consider how to handle these 
potential issues, and establish clarity and consistency among its development regulations.  
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Table 3. Summary of recommended SMP, SMC, and Comprehensive Plan revisions to improve 
consistency. 

# Issue 
Review & Relevant 

Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

Comprehensive Plan 
1 Relationship between the 

SMP and the Comprehensive 
Plan 

Review: 
The Comprehensive Plan 
establishes that the SMP goals 
and policies are considered an 
element of the Comprehensive 
Plan. Title 16A of the SeaTac 
Municipal Code also establishes 
that the SMP is adopted by 
reference into the 
Comprehensive Plan. The 
Comprehensive Plan also includes 
goals and policies related to 
shorelines in its text. These goals 
and policies appear to be pulled 
directly from the SMP, although 
some of the text has been 
amended slightly in the 
transition. 
 
Comprehensive Plan: 
• Goals and Policies – Shorelines 

 
SMP: 
• Chapter 3 
 
SMC: 
• 16A.25.020 

Recommended: Update the text of 
the goals and policies in the SMP 
for consistency with the updated 
language in the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Development Regulations 
2 

 
Relationship between 
development regulations and 
the SMP 

Review: 
SMC provisions for clearing and 
grading in shoreline areas (SMC 
13.190.120) are vague, and do 
not reference the SMP. Title 15 – 
Zoning Code does not include a 
reference to the SMP or 
shoreline jurisdiction. SMC 
16A.03.020 and .030 reference 
Title 18 for Shoreline 
Management Development 
Standards, rather than the SMP. 

Future Recommendation: Consider 
modifying code language to more 
clearly establish the applicability of 
the SMP and shoreline regulations 
to promote clarity and consistency 
of application. 
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# Issue 
Review & Relevant 

Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

 
SMC: 
• 13.190.120 
• 15.100 
• 16A.03.020 & .030 

3 Title 18 – Low Impact 
Development Regulations 
and Definitions 

Review:  
Title 18 of the SMC was updated 
in 2016 to incorporate 
regulations on Low Impact 
Development. However, these 
updates were not applied to the 
actual SMP document, nor were 
they approved by Ecology as part 
of the SMP amendment process. 

Recommended: Incorporate the 
2016 LID regulation updates from 
Title 18 into the updated SMP 
document.  

1 This column attempts to capture the primary relevant location(s) of content related to the item described in 
the Summary of Change column; however, due to length of the SMP, all relevant locations may not be listed.   
2 Locations in italics indicate that the location does not actually address the specific content described in the 
Summary of Change column; these locations are listed to indicate where generally related content is found. 

4. Staff Recommendations & Other Issues for Consideration 
City of SeaTac planning staff have also proposed modifications to the SMP. Table 4 discusses 
these proposed changes, rationale, and input from The Watershed Company, as well as some 
additional issues for consideration to improve the usability of the document. 

Table 4. Staff Recommendations and Other Issues for Consideration 

# Issue 
Review & Relevant 

Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

Definitions 
1 Definition of “Qualified 

Professional” 
Review:  
City staff noted that the current 
SMP does not contain a definition 
for “Qualified Professional,” 
although the term is used several 
times throughout the SMP. This 
lack of clarity creates issues with 
project reports being completed 
by under-qualified professionals. 
 
SMP: 
• Chapter 2 
 

Recommended: Add definition for 
“Qualified Professional” to the 
SMP.  
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# Issue 
Review & Relevant 

Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

SMC: 
• 18.200 

Formatting and Consistency 
2 SMP Document Organization Review:  

City staff have noted the current 
SMP’s organizational numbering 
system makes it difficult to 
reference. SMP policies and 
regulations are distributed 
throughout several sections of 
the SMP, and in each section 
both the policies and regulations 
are number 1, 2, 3, etc. This 
system makes it very difficult and 
confusing to cite or reference 
specific sections, policies, or 
regulations. City staff have 
expressed an interest in updating 
the numbering system in the SMP 
to more simply and clearly 
organize policies and regulations. 

Recommended: Update numbering 
organization in the SMP to make it 
easier to reference specific policies 
and regulations.  

3 Table of Contents Review: 
During the review process, 
instances of incorrect page 
numbers were found in the Table 
of Contents and at least one 
section listed in the Table of 
Contents that didn’t exist in the 
body of the SMP.  

Recommended: Update the Table 
of Contents to accurately reflect the 
contents of the updated SMP. 

4 References to the Hughes 
Property 

Review:  
There are many references 
throughout the SMP to the 
previously City-owned “Hughes 
property” or the “former Hughes 
property.” This property has 
recently been sold, and City staff 
have raised the question or how 
best to reference this property in 
the updated SMP. 

Recommended: Update references 
to this property with parcel 
numbers throughout the revised 
SMP document.  

5 Administrative Clarity Review:  
City staff have noted references 
to outdated titles/positions in the 
introduction to the SMP. City 

Recommended: Update the 
introduction to the SMP to reflect 
the current administrative makeup 
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# Issue 
Review & Relevant 

Location(s)1, 2 Recommended Action 

staff also have interest in 
updating the introduction to the 
SMP to include discussion of the 
current SMP review and update 
process. 

of the City and the current SMP 
review and update process. 

1 This column attempts to capture the primary relevant location(s) of content related to the item described in 
the Summary of Change column; however, due to length of the SMP, all relevant locations may not be listed.   
2 Locations in italics indicate that the location does not actually address the specific content described in the 
Summary of Change column; these locations are listed to indicate where generally related content is found. 

 



Community and Economic 

Development Department  

Date: February 5, 2019 

To: PED Committee 

From: Steve Pilcher, CED Director 

Re: Potential Orillia Road annexation 

Question:  Should the City pursue annexation of unincorporated lands on the west 
side of Orillia Rd. from the S. 195 th block south to S. 204th St.? 

Background:  This island of unincorporated King County is surrounded by the Cities 
of SeaTac, Tukwila and Kent. It is considered to be within the City of Tukwila’s 
Potential Annexation Area (PAA). PAAs are established in the King County 
Countywide Planning Policies; those policies prevent a city from annexing land 
outside its defined PAA.  

The City of SeaTac does not have an approved PAA at any of its boundaries; its 
Urban Growth Area (UGA) is the current city limits.  

Process:  There are several mechanisms under State law by which land may be 
annexed into a city. However, SeaTac would first need to reach an agreement with 
Tukwila whereby this area would no longer be considered part of Tukwila’s PAA. The 
City would then need to apply through the King County Growth Management Policy 
Committee (GMPC) in order to have the PAA map amended to reflect this area as 
being SeaTac’s PAA. The City would also need to amend its Comprehensive Plan to 
include this area and assign an appropriate land use designation. Assuming all of 
those steps occur, annexation of the area could be pursued through an appropriate 
method (petition, vote, etc.). Staff estimates the entire process could take from 2-4 
years, given procedural issues and timelines.  

Pros:  1)  Annexing this area would establish all lands on the west side of Orillia Rd. 
as part of SeaTac; 2) the City would incrementally increase its tax base; 3) annex- 
ation may help facilitate the development of adjacent properties to the south that 
were rezoned to higher densities as a result of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan 
amendment process.  

Cons:  1) Annexation of any lands increases demands for city services, which needs 
to be balanced with anticipated increase in tax revenues; 2) there is at least one 
property in this area (truck repair/sales) that might become a legal non-conforming 
use, with associated land use issues; 3) due to steep slopes and access issues, 
development of these lands is limited; 4) this area is geographically isolated from the 
main portion of the city.  

Recommendation:  Do not pursue at this time; a lot of effort is required for minimal 
gain. 

EXHIBIT 8
DATE: 02/07/19
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