


Site Specific Stream Buffer Location Item 2-1.O

small oositive (pl, neutral, large negative (N), small

lmplementationAlNeutral
. #, increased chance for

u nintended consequences4
o Decreased ability for consistent, efficient

implementation by the sta

o Decreased likelihood of support/approval by

other agenciesE
o Neutral on mitigation, neutral on monitor
. Neutral on propertv ownerla

There is inherent variability in the quality of
buffer analysis and review, which increases the
chance for unintended consequences, and

decreases the city's ability to ensure consistent and

efficient im plementation.The proposed amend ment
also appears to create a possible incentive for
property owners to not obtain city approval prior to
alterations to stream buffers; creating additional
demands on resources for code compliance'
Further, as this amendment does not appear to be

supported by Best Available Science, there is a

decreased likelihood of support or approval by

other agencies.u I

a

o Neutral protection of public assets and resources
(e.g. streets, water qualitY)

o Neutral impact on streams
o Inereased eumulative impaets te streams3

a

o Inereased ehanee ef darnage te streams9

o Inereased petentialte damage high qualitYi

unique streams6
o Net less ef stream funetiens and valsesZ
o Can encourase reestablishment of viable habitat8

This amendment is based upon the premise that
buffers serve no value if separated from the stream

by a physical barrier. A review of BAS indicates this
is not an accurate premise. The proposed

amendment will result in the elimination of buffer
areas, decreasing the protection of on-site streams

and increasing the cumulative impacts to streams

and buffers. In the case of some low value buffer
functions, BAS would suggest increasing buffers
rather than elimination. The proposed amendment
creates an increase in unpermitted alterations,
which increases the risk of damage to streams,
including unique streams corridors, and results in a

net loss to stream functions and values. The

amendment also reduces options for restoration of
deeraded buffer areas.9

Overall Effect
o Increased flexibility and options for property

owner's use of property
o Increased propertv value
o Decreased predictability for permit applicants

and neighborss
o Increased recognition of site improvements and

existing uses in standards
o More expensive / more times
o Provides current residents relief from inequities

in the current one-size-fits-all approach
o Provides developers increased flexibilitv with

neutral environmental effect

The proposed amendment will generally increase

the flexibility and options for property owners in
the use of their property by basing the stream

buffer on the site improvements and existing uses.

Location of buffers will be highly dependent on

each site's conditions, which decreases the
predictability and equity in permitting for property

owners and neighboring properties. The permit

Reid Brocl<wav Submi
Grya hngtbn"F@gffio minimize issues

with consistency and possible mis-location of
stream buffer areas.E



Site Specific Stream Buffer Location Item 2-tO

Stream buffers are established based upon the edge
of the stream (ordinary high water mark) and
extend a specified distance (between 50 and 150
feet). The stream buffer is based solelv upon the
type of the stream, and may encumber land that is

already improved in some fashion (e.g. house,
driveway, landscaping, etc).
Existing legally created development is afforded
some protection for the restrictions associated with
a stream buffer. However restrictions to land use

do not currentlv take into account actual range of
influence on the stream or watercourse.

Allow residents and deve
q u alified professiona ls to d eterm i ne ap propriate

buffer extent based on site features and
topoeraphv. Stream buffers would be established
based upon the actual width of viable habitat,
drainage patterns relative to the stream channel,
and slope stability (if applicable). Exclude from
stream buffers areas that have been improved (e.g.

Desired Result of Amendment:
negs{€t+EstaLlish stream buffers based upon the actual site conditions between the stream and a

regulated activity. Buffers would more accurately reflect the portions of a development site or existing
hat will provide value to a stream, and not burden land use for negligible environmental benefit.

Amendment Source:
Public comment

Best Available Science Support:M
o Best Available Science Report "streams and Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas"

Environment & Infrastructure, Inc.

o AMEC Report lssues 3-5, lssue 3

:

o 21A.50.330- Streams - Development standards
o 21A.50.340 - Streams - Permitted alterations
o 21A.50.350 - Streams - Mitigation requirements

Public Comment Reference(sl:
5,22,73, L22

Notes:

I

by AMEC

Evaluation Form
Reid Brockway Submittal



Site Specific Stream Buffer Location Item 2-tO

Note on terminologv: ln these remarks I refer to the process of site specific buffer location as "buffer

1 There is unquestionablv more work for the citv to review

of this conceot'

3 The cumulative effect of a neutral impact is still neutral. See #2'

s see #2

6 See #2

7 See #2

ation).

,ns made within this ParaoraPh:

effect on the critical area trulv stops.

fs.

inherentlv vested in the result.

accordinqlv.

Evaluation Form
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Site Specific Stream Buffer Location Item 2-tO

it comes to stream buffers.

delineation studies when they are under review.

lund bias or an iqnorance of the concept'

ootion is therefore essentiallv of neutral effect.

"There is inherent variabilitv in the qualitv of stream buffe

unintended consequences, and decreases the citv's abili
Some variabilitv is unavoidable, oerhaos. but that is whe
review of these studies. iust as it does with other kinds o
asked to characterize the kinds of unintended consequet
remaininq after adequate review.

"The proposed amendment also appears to create a pos

aporoval orior to alterations to stream buffers: creatino a
The crtv should be asked to clarifu its concern here. Pre

delineation.

Available Science section below.

ese Problems.

predictabilitv aspect is of neutral consequence'

environmental value.

Evaluation Form
Reid Brockway Submittal



Site Specific Stream Buffer Location ltem 2-tO

I

Evaluation Form
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Flow Part of Stream Definition Item 2-I2

Ratings are either: large positive (P), small positive (pl, neutral, large negative (N), small negative (n)

Environmental Alnl lmplementation
2n-

Decreased on-site protection of streams

Neutral protection of public assets and resources
(e.g. streets, water quality)
Increased cumulative impacts to streams

Decreased potentialto restore damaged stream
channels
Increased chance of damage to streams

Neutral potentialto damage high quality, unique
streams
Net loss of stream functions and values

The proposed amendment will decrease the
protection of streams, which will result in an

increased cumulative impact to streams overall.
Regulation of streams based upon flow is not
supported by BAS as an approach that accurately
reflects the stream's function and values.

Evaluation of flow as the basis for regulation will
increase the likelihood of impacts to streams and

decrease the opportunities to restore damaged
stream channels.

Less clear regulations, increased chance for
unintended consequences
Neutral impact to ability for consistent, efficient
implementation by the staff
Decreased likelihood of support/approval by

other agencies

Neutral effect on effective mitigation, harder to
monitor

The proposed amendment will introduce an

unsupported and currently unknown metric in

reviewing stream classifications and as such will
decrease the clarity of the regulations. The
proposed amendment also increases the chances

for unintended consequences. Because flow
volumes are not supported by BAS in determining
whether a watercourse is a stream, there is a

decreased likelihood of support by other agencies.

Property Overall Effect 
I

Increased flexibility and options for property
owner's use of property
Decreased pred ictability for perm it applicants
and neighbors
Neutral effect on recognition of site
improvements and existing uses in standards
Increase of expense / time

The proposed amendment will likely result in the
classification of some watercourses as either a

"lower quality" stream or as something other than a

stream, which in turn will reduce property owner
constraints on the use of their property. Flow rates
will change the classification of previously classified
streams, which will decrease predictability in the
stream protection standards for neighboring
properties.Stream evaluation based on the new
metric may require additional study to document
flows resulting in an increase in time and expense.

Positive4

Evaluation Form
Reid Brocl<way Su bmittal



Flow Part of Stream Definition Item 2-L2

Streams are defined consistent with Best Available I An additional component wou e

ScienceS, the Growth Management Act, and I stream definition to evaluate t ter I

relevant sections of the Washington Administrative I nowing within the stream (i.e. 
I

Code (220-110). Streams are generally defined with
a focus on providing fish and wildlife habitat
(including salmonids), water quality, and include
features where surface waters produce a defined
channel or bed. Streams may also include
artificially altered watercourses that provide
salmonid habitat or are used to convey streams
naturally occurring prior to alteration.

Desired Result of Amendment:
The proposed amendment would allow for increased variation between streams, recognizing that streams

with little flow may not provide salmonid habitat. There needs to be a finer scaling of the protection

required for watercourses based on the actual environmental value they represent.

Amendment Source:
Public comment

Best Available Science Support:Not supponed (?)7

o Best Available Science Report "Streams and

Environment & Infrastructure, Inc.

o AMEC Report lssues 3-5, lssue 5

I

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas" by AMEC

:

o 21A.15.L24O - Streams (definition)
o 214.50.330 - Streams - Development standards
o 21A.50.340 - Streams - Permitted alterations
o 214.50.350 - Streams - Mitigation requirements

Public Comment Reference(sl:
L22, L63

Notes:

Evaluation Form
Reid Broclaray Su bmittal



Flow Part of Stream Definition Item 2-I2

cost.

not reoulated as a stream under Chapter 21A.50 SCC.")

established bv the Washinoton Deoartment of Fish and Wildlife

qradient, but not flow.

this scheme to err in favor of environmental considerations at the expense of human ones.

There is no orovision in our code for defininq buffers prooortionate to the environmental value of the watercourse

that case.)

2 The imolementation ratinq for this amendment. (or a variation of it based on factors other than or in addition to

the criteria and proportionalitv of this provision in the code.

Evaluation Form
Reid Brockway Submiftal



Flow Part of Stream Definition Item 2-t2

benefit, equate to a positive overall result.

varyinq environmental values within a Type.

u While this recommended amendment identifies flow rate as the criterion for distinquishinq relative value within a

lacks discrimination of watercourse values within a Tvpe. I am not a wetland scientist and do not know that flow
in and of itself is a sufficient discriminator. althouqh I am confident that it is a factor. lf there are other criteria that

measures that can achieve that.

environmental science allows for assessinq the relative environmental value of a watercourse based on flow rate

Evaluation Form
Reid Brockway Submittal


