Shoreline Substantial
Development Permit Hearing
Jan. 24, 25, & 26, 2018
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Process Review

City Review = 5017 Con.tlnued City
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Public Comment review
Shoreline Regulations
| * GeoTech, Technical Info
 Critical Areas

« Stormwater

* Project Deemed Complete -
December 13

» Notice of Application issued

* 30 day Public Comment
Period begins December 28

* Application submitted

« Deemed incomplete
» Additional items submitted
T  November 30

! - Trees
 Address Concerns




ELST Inglewood Hill Parking Lot - SSDP2016-00414

Process ReV|ew Cont

. | Continued Cit i
Aprll Review ‘2016& | Review y N 2 Recommendation |
2017 complete L Loz '
. Requested additional and . Updated information « Recommendation to
I revised information - submitted July 11 Hearing Examiner
April 12  Review updated information

including, but not limited to:
— Critical areas
— Shoreline regulations
— Parking Lot requirements
— Trees
— Trail Demand
— Trail Width
— [llumination




Parking Lot Plan




Shoreline Regulations

* Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58)

e City shall manage Lake Sammamish by giving preference to uses/develoments
that:
1. Recognize and protect the statewide interest over local interest;
Preserve the natural character of the shoreline;
Result in long term over short term benefit;
Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline;
Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shorelines;
Increase recreational opportunities for the public in the shoreline environment.

« Main objectives consistent with SMA and SMP (SMC 25)

 Coordinated (not piecemeal development); no-net-loss of ecological function;
visual and/or physical access to the shoreline for benefit of the public.
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Enwronmental Impact Statement (EIS)

* Final EIS lssued by Klng County in May 2010
* No Appeal Filed

 Design is consistent with preferred Corridor Alternative.

* This is a baseline design concept, should be further refined to minimize
impacts.

 Typical design is depicted in Figure 2-6 of FEIS Volume 1 — PDF page 75.

* Parking was considered in FEIS Volume 1 section 2.5 and 3.11




Tree Preservation

e« SMC 21A.37.230 — Removal and Retention Exemptions

* Replacement is still required pursuant to SMC 21A.37.280 “Tree Replacement
Standards”

« SMC 21A.37.270(5) & (7) — Prescriptive requirements and Alternative
Measures




SEC'S 8,17 TWP. 24 N RGE. 06 E. WM.

EEDE

T
TH

£

@mmm RS

LEGEND;

FATE B PR2 b At T Ko\ S~ | P00 S M VXA Mo TNV S Doy, TR K6 vy T4 Womdn, Cobnbor W8, FC7 6 7.0 4

TREE REWOVAL AND PRESERVATION HOTES;

@) == O e

223

v

=7
L NOTE: |

e v ST

il

i

TRt ] RO NOTE:

Ve

MPLEMENTATION OF PRESCRIPTIVE
, TREE PROTECTION (RECOMMENDED CONDITION OF
¢ APPROVAL #6) RESULTS INLOSS

OF 4 ADDITIONAL TREES

LB S S| . ASLEMUDE oF THE RETENTIN On THE PuM 1
0 REOED 55aC DEZY TN DIETWG CORDTIONS W ALY, 017,
MDD

REVISED 60 % REVIEW SUBMITTAL
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

FRCAT WNE.
EAST LAKE SRMNARSTSH
MASTENR PLAN TRARL
INCLEWOOO HRE ROAD PARKING LOT
FARIAAGH, NN

TREE PRESERVATION PLAN EXHIBIT
FILE NUMBER SSDP2016-00414 ™1

)
107 |

KC EXH 6 - 079




Tree Preservation

Example from Segment 2A

-these trees were supposed to be saved through the
“Agreement on Satisfaction of Shoreline Substantial
Development Permit Conditions” —June 22, 2016




Recommended Conditions

. Total of Nine (9) Recommended Conditionsf///’
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 Highlighting the following conditions:

« 2 & 3 —Siteplan requiretent of WAC 173-27-180(9)(f) and SMA/SMP
objective of pre '

shoreline. /
e 5&6-Tr gProtection to be consis %SMC 21A.37; clearing & grubbing
should/lgminimum necessary to allow permitted use [SMC 21A.30.210(3) &

SMC 25.06.020(5)].




Recommended Conditions

 Total of nine (9) proposed Conditions

* No changes to proposed Conditions #1, #3, #7, and #8

» Additional explanation of proposed Condition #3

» Suggested changes to proposed Conditions #2, #4, #5, #6, and #9




City Proposed Condition #2

City recommends this condition be modified as follows:

“Within one year prior to submittal or resubmittal of any clearing and grading
permit applications, King County will verify the accuracy of the existing survey and
update the site plan to accurately show dimensions and locations of all existing and
proposed structures and improvements within or immediately adjacent to the
construction limits, including but not limited to buildings, paved or graveled areas,
roads, utilities, septic tanks and drainfields, material stockpiles or surcharge, and
stormwater management facilities.”




C|ty Proposed Condltlon #3

This proposed condition is meant to address permitted development
that was constructed under a Permit such as Building Permit. This
condition was not meant to address revocable development that was
illegally installed without permit or that was installed through County
issued Special Use Lease Agreement.

The City recommends this Condition be retained as proposed:

“The County shall identify all structures not owned and controlled by the County,
and existing within the Trail parcel that were constructed or installed pursuant to a
permit that is not revocable by the County (“Permitted Structures”). For each
Permitted Structure, if any, the County shall identify where the Trail will be
modified, narrowed or relocated to mitigate for conflicts with Perm/tted
Structures.”




City Proposed Condition #4

City recommends this condition be modified as follows:

“In accordance with SMC 25.07.090(6), an updated and final landscapmg plan shall
be provided at the time of clearing and grading application submittal to ensure that
native, self-sustaining vegetation is utilized throughout the Project area.”




City Proposed Condition #5

City recommends this condition be modified as follows:

“The Project proposes to remove Significant trees; therefore, all significant tree
removal shall be in substantial conformance with the arborist report (Exhibit 54)
and tree preservation plans (Exhibit 55). If more than two years elapse between the
July 7, 2017 arborist report and submission of a clearing and grading permit
application, an updated arborist report and tree inventory will be required at
application submittal.”




City Proposed Condition #6

This proposed condition is meant to address upfront disclosure of trees that will
actually be removed. Due to past permit experiences with the County there is a
high probability that more trees than disclosed will be removed due to field
aﬁplication of the clearing and grubbing limits necessary to construct the project.
This condition is asking that the County properly assess each significant tree to be
retained and the actual limits of clearing and grubbing to minimize after-the-fact
reqtéests for tree removal and to minimize changes in expectations of adjacent
residents.

City recommends this condition be modified as follows:

“The County shall provide an updated clearing and grading plan that includes adequate tree
protection in accordance with SMC 21A.37.270(5). The clearing and grading plan shall properly
reflect adeiuate and comﬁliant tree protection barriers and grading/grubbing limits for all trees to
be retained pursuant to Chapter 21A.37 SMC. If adequate and compliant tree protection measures in
accordance with SMC 21A.37.270(5) cannot be applied, alternative and adequate tree protection
measures shall be provided in accordance with SMIC 21A.37.270(6)7If acceptable tree protection
measures meeting the requirements of SMIC 21A.37.270 (5 orfg) cannot be demonstrated prior to
clearing and grading permit issuance, all significant trees that cannot be adequately protected must
be considered as removed and replaced at a compliant replacement ratio.”




City Proposed Condition #9

City recommends this condition be modified as follows:

“The time requirements of WAC 173-27-090 shall apply, except that, based on the
requirements and circumstances of this project, the authorization to conduct
development activities under the SSDP [SSDP2016-00414] shall terminate seven (7)

years after the effective date of this permit. All extension and tolling allowances in
WAC 173-27-090 will be available to the applicant.”




