
“Your	language	and	your	
ideas	have	remained	lasting	
elements	of	Shoreline	Master	
Programs	across	the	state.”

- Hugh	Shipman
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Photo:	Hugh	Shipman

Tim	Gates,	AICP
tim.gates@ecy.wa.gov
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Single	Family:	special	provisions	in	law

Hydraulic	Project	Approval

45-day	clock	to	issue	permits

Bulkheads	exempt	from	site	
assessment	&	alternatives	analysis.

Shoreline	Management	Act

Single-family	=	a	preferred	use	

Bulkheads	exempt	from	permit	(not	
exempt	from	regulation)

SMPs	“shall	provide	for	methods	which	
achieve	effective	and	timely	protection	
against	loss	or	damage to	single-family	
residences	and	appurtenant	
structures.”

AND…	“projects	should	be	“designed	to	
minimize	harm	to	the	shoreline	natural	
environment.”

AND…	projects	may	not	result	in	
“permanent	loss	of	a	critical	food	fish	
or	shellfish	habitats”	(eelgrass,	forage	
fish).	

Can	require	mitigation	for	
construction	impacts	(native	veg,	
LWD)
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Shoreline	Master	Programs	(SMPs)

Avoid Minimize Compensate

Locate	new	
structures	to	
avoid	need	
for	future	
stabilization

Demonstrate	
need	for	
stabilization	
based	on	risk

• Use	“softest”	
approach	feasible	

• Habitat-friendly	
design	and	
construction	

Offset	impacts	of	
new	structures

Graphics:	Bainbridge	Island	SFR	Mitigation	Manual
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Common	interest	in	ensuring	
regulations	are:

Effective:	Property	+	Habitat

Efficient:	Predictable	+	
Flexible

Residents

Consultants

Advocacy	
groups

Governments

Tribes



Demonstration	of	need:	identifying	risk

• What	issues	are	local	
governments	having	with
“demonstration	of	need”?

• Do	we	need	more	consistent	
framework	for	evaluations?



Demonstration	of	Need:	Pop	Quiz

1990
(Seawall	Construction,	 et	al.	v.	King	Co,	SHB	90-051)

In	what	year	did	the	Shorelines	
Hearings	Board	first	affirm	denial	of	
a	bulkhead	based	on	lack	of	
evidence	that	erosion	threatened	
an	existing	home?



Hudson	v	Ecology	(2015):	SHB	affirms	bulkhead	denial	

Proposed rockery

~60’

…erosion	may	be	threat	in	long-
term,	but	“evidence	does	not	
establish	that	the	time	for	
constructing	shoreline	armoring	
is	now.”	 - SHB	15-007
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Replacements	=	opportunity

Replacements	also	
require	“demonstration	
of	need”	

How	best	to	incentivize	habitat-friendly	
replacements?
More	consistent	framework	for	determining	
need	and	evaluating	options?



10

Soft-shore	
feasibility

Photos:	Hugh	Shipman,	ECY

What	other	guidance	
needed?	
How	to	build	on	monitored	
sites	to	expand	knowledge?
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Puget	Sound	Armor	2005-2014 New

Replace

Remove

Windstorm	
2/6/06 Seattle	seawall,	

7,000’	(1/2	of	all)

Winter	storms

10	yr avg:	<1	mi/yr (~50	100’	projects)	

1	mile

2 miles

3	miles

Net	removal	of	
2,180’

+	Seahurst Park



12*	PSNERP	data
Armored	Shoreline

King	~75%

Pierce	~50%

San	Juan	~4%

Jefferson	 ~11%

Whatcom

Skagit

Snohomish

Mason

Clallam

Island

Kitsap

Thurston

Perspective

~	50	miles	of	RR

Puget	Sound:	2,500	miles

Historic	armor:	666	miles	
(27%)	or	~	6.6	miles/year

Current	rate:	
New:	< 1	mile/year

Replace:	~	2	mile/year
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Abundance	of	new	tools	and	info
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Info	about	and	for	
residential	audience:	
research	on	barriers,	
motivations,	 incentives.	
Homeowner	guides.

Tools	for	implementation:
Feeder	Bluff	maps,	
technical	guides,	 regional	
prioritizations,	 	etc.

TACT

Tracking	and	
Monitoring	
Compliance
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North	Beach,	Samish	Island.
Design	by	Jim	Johannessen/Wolf	 Bauer,	1998.	

Photo:	Hugh	Shipman

:


