
Troubleshooting
Action	Planning

Course	Correction
Tracking	and	Monitoring

1

“Shoreline	Permitting	Effectiveness	Through	T.A.C.T”
Marine	Nearshore	NEP	Grant	(WDFW)	#12-2114	

Kitsap	County,	Department	of	Community	Development



BACKGROUND
• Previous	work	done	by	the	San	Juan	Initiative	(2006-08)	in	San	

Juan	County	assessed	current	nearshore	ecosystem	protection	
programs	and	recommended	improvements.

• Findings	demonstrated:
o Waterfront	property	owners	need	technical	assistance
o Key	mechanisms	in	permit	review	and	issuance	are	lacking,	

which	limit	compliance	and	may	enable	non-compliance
o A	coordinated	system	for	tracking	and	monitoring	shoreline	

permitting	is	needed



Purpose	of	TACT
• Objectively	review	the	marine	shoreline	stabilization	

permit	processes	for	Kitsap	and	San	Juan	Counties,	in	
conjunction	with	that	of	WDFW’s	HPA	process.	

• To	use	the	findings	from	the	San	Juan	Initiative	as	a	
starting	point	to	Troubleshoot,	draft	an	Action	plan,		
incorporate	Course	corrections	that	are	then	informed	
and	validated	by	Tracking	and	monitoring.



Troubleshooting
Looked	at	County	and	State	(HPA)	shoreline	armoring	
permits	for	the	2007-2012	period	(2006-2013	for	SJC).



Troubleshooting

Categories	of	the	Issues

• Permit	Forms
• Permit	Review
• Monitoring	&	Tracking

• Inspections
• Outreach



Action	Planning
• Identify	the	next	steps	to	improve	the	issues	- including	
estimated	time,	effort,	cost/benefit,	and	measure	of	
efficiency.		

• Internal	and	external	stakeholder	review	and	feedback.



Course	Correction
• Selected	Actions	to	work	on	during	grant	period

• Begin	implementation,	with	continual	feedback	from	
ongoing		Tracking	and	Monitoring	task





Marine	Shoreline	Stabilization	
Permit	Monitoring	

• Effectiveness	monitoring	
– Do	rules	and	guidelines	governing	permits	result	in	projects	that	

protect	property	and	habitat?

• Implementation	monitoring
– Is	the	permit	consistent	with	hydraulic	code	rules	and	design	

guidelines?
– Did	the	issued	permit	contain	provisions	and	all	critical	

structural	dimensions?
– Did	the	project	follow	the	rules	and	guidelines	of	the	permit	

when	it	was	built?



Sample	Set
Where:	Kitsap	and	San	Juan	Counties	
When:	Permits	applied	for	in	2006	– 2014
What:	Permits	for	new,	extension,	or	replacement shoreline	stabilization	

New Extension Replacement Total

28 5 52 85

Permit	Review

New Extension Replacement Total

21 3 27 51

Site	Inspection



Findings	from	Implementation	Monitoring

Is	the	permit	consistent	with	hydraulic	code	
rules	and	design	guidelines?

Of	85	total	permits	reviewed:
16%	occurred	on	documented	surf	smelt	habitat
8%		occurred	on	documented	sand	lance	habitat
21%	occurred	on	documented	herring	habitat

Protective	work	windows	on	documented	habitat	46%	of	the	time
-Protective	work	windows	were	provisioned	for	12% of	beaches	
where	the	forage	fish	was	not	documented.

71%	of	projects	on	documented	Surf	Smelt	beaches	included	beach	
nourishment	as	prescribed	by	the	WAC

-Beach	nourishment	was	also	included	on	65%	of	beaches	where	
surf	smelt	were	not	documented.



Findings	from	Implementation	Monitoring

27%	of	51	permits	had	no	clear	statement	of	the	project	length	in	
the	permit	text.	Length	in	supporting	docs	or	measured	from	plans.

6%	provided	no	length	at	all.

Of	51	permits,	only	45%	described	the	structure’s	location	as	a	
distance	to	a	repeatable reference	or	permanent	structure.

Did	the	issued	permit	contain	provisions	and	all	
critical	structural	dimensions?



Non-repeatable	reference	



Findings	from	Implementation	Monitoring

27%	of	51	permits	had	no	clear	statement	of	the	project	length	in	
the	permit	text.	Length	measured	from	plans	or	supporting	docs.

6%	provided	no	length	at	all.

Of	51	permits,	only	45%	described	the	structure’s	location	as	a	
distance	to	a	repeatable reference	or	permanent	structure.

Did	the	issued	permit	contain	provisions	and	all	
critical	structural	dimensions?

Vague,	inconsistent	and	missing	information	made	permit	review	
time	consuming	and	increased	the	potential	for	misinterpretation.	



• 46%	of	45	had	at	least	one	structural	dimension	that	was	
inconsistent	with	the	permitted	dimension
• 26%	of	42	were	longer	than	indicated	in	the	permit
• 26%	of	34	were	taller than	indicated	in	the	permit
• 13%	of	24	were	farther	waterward	relative	to	at	least	one	

reference	provided

Findings	from	Implementation	Monitoring

Did	the	project	follow	the	rules	and	guidelines	of	
the	permit	when	it	was	built?

Structural	compliance	was	challenging	to	assess	after	construction	
due	to	a	lack	of	information	and	the	use	of	reference	points	that	
could	change	over	time	or	be	altered	by	construction.



• Impacts	of	Armoring	(Ch	1)

• Stewardship	(Ch	2)

• Site	Assessment	(Ch	3)

• Coastal	Process	Assessment	(Ch	4)

• Alternatives	Analysis	(Ch	5)

• Passive	Management	(Ch	6)

• Alternative	Techniques	(Ch	7)

• Monitoring	(Ch	8)

• Research	and	Development	(Ch	9)

• Case	Studies	(Appendix	A)

• Literature	Review	(Appendix	B)
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Marine	Shoreline	Armoring:	Risk	Assessment
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Marine	Shoreline	Stabilization	
Design	Comparison	Results

Project	
Type

Shoreline	Stabilization	Design	Comparison

Consistent Inconsistent Total Consistent	(%)

New 9 19 28 32.1
Extension 0 5 5 0.0
Replacement 15 37 52 28.8
Total 24 61 85 28.2

72%	(61	of	85)	HPA	permitted	project	designs	
were	inconsistentwith	MSDG	

recommendations



Marine	Shoreline	Stabilization
Risk	Comparison	Results

Project	
Type

Project	Design	Comparison
HPA	Risk			versus MSDG	Risk

Lesser Consistent Greater

New 3 9 16
Extension 0 0 5
Replacement 0 15 37
Total 3 24 58

95%	(58	of	61)	of	inconsistent comparisons	
assumed	greater	risk in	HPA	design	than	

generated	from	MSDG



Marine	Shoreline	Stabilization
Risk	Comparison	Results

Project	
Type

Project	Design	Comparison
HPA	Risk			versus MSDG	Risk

Lesser Consistent Greater

New 3 9 16
Extension 0 0 5
Replacement 0 15 37
Total 3 24 58

5%	(3	of	61)	of	inconsistent	comparisons	
assumed	lesser	risk	in	HPA	design	than	

generated	from	MSDG	



Conclusions	and	Recommendations

Common	Identifiers	for	local	and	state	permits
• Parcel	#	for	permit	tracking
• Project	Type	- standard	definitions	and	use
• New
• Repair
• Replacement
• Enhancement

Standardized	Dimension	Information	on	permits
• Length
• Height
• Design	Type



Conclusions	and	Recommendations
Inspections

1. Initial	– before	project	beings
• Document	pre-existing	conditions
• Establish	OHWM,	top	of	bank,	etc.
• Collect	monitoring	data

2. After	Staking	– BEFORE construction	begins
• Make	sure	project	is	located	correctly
• Chance	to	change	location	if	necessary

3. After	Completion
• Was	the	project	constructed	per	permit?



Conclusions	and	Recommendations

Documentation
• Standardizehow	to	document	changes	due	to	
construction	using	permanent	structures,	
engineering	benchmarks,	or	other	methods	that	
won’t	change	over	time

• Document	justification	when	protective	provisions	
are	omitted	or	applied	to	a	permit	when	it	would	
appear	necessary	or	beyond	the	guidelines	or	rules

• Use	of	MSDG	to	demonstrate	and	document	need



Conclusions	and	Recommendations

WAC	Crosswalk
• Need	a	more	detailed	cross-walk	
analysis	between	WACS	(SMA	vs.	HPA)

Staffing
• Training	for	field	staff	
• Coordinated	site	visits	for	inspections

ü Initial
ü After	staking
ü Post	construction


