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Introduction 

 Puget Sound contains 2,500 miles of shoreline that are vital to our regional ecosystem, 

economy, and way of life. Yet, we are losing shoreline and important shoreline species to 

development at an alarming rate. In response to declining wildlife and salmon habitat, increased 

pressure by urban development, and pollution compromising the health of Puget Sound, fourteen 

local and regional land trusts came together to protect our shorelines and form the Shoreline 

Conservation Collaborative (SCC). 

 Today, the SCC focuses primarily on accelerating the protection and restoration of Puget 

Sound shoreline. The SCC and its partners envision a future where our shorelines are once again 

healthy, ecologically vibrant, and accessible for all families. The SCC members, which include the 

Trust for Public Land, Bainbridge Island Land Trust, San Juan Preservation Trust, Lummi Island 

Heritage Trust, Skagit Land Trust, Whatcom Land Trust, Forterra, Capitol Land Trust, Great 

Peninsula Conservancy, Nisqually Land Trust, Jefferson Land Trust, North Olympic Land Trust, 

Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust, Whidbey Camano Island Land Trust, and the Washington 

Association of Land Trusts, are working together with communities across the region to protect 

and restore our threatened beaches, wetlands, and near-shore habitat across the Sound. 

 In 2014, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed by all members of the SCC, 

outlining the mission, roles, and conservation goals of the collaborative. In order to track the 

success and meet conservation goals outlined in the MOU, the Washington Association of Land 

Trusts (WALT) hired a GIS contractor to compile SCC member shoreline property data from all 

fourteen members, conduct geographic analysis, and report findings. This document outlines these 

findings, suggests steps for future data collection and sharing, and informs members of WALT and 

SCC of the progress towards the goals outlined in the MOU.  

Methods 

Overview 

 The purpose of this project was to coordinate and create a tabular and spatial database 

of shoreline properties conserved by SCC members. A database was in place tracking all the 

shoreline properties conserved after 2014 and administered by the Trust for Public Land out of 

their office in California. This iteration of data collection aimed to do three things: 

1.) Transfer ownership of shoreline data from the Trust for Public Land to WALT 

2.) Update shoreline database with any properties conserved after 2014 and add any 

additional information for post 2014 properties 

3.) Update shoreline database to include shoreline properties conserved by SCC members 

before 2014 

Shoreline databases were updated by a GIS Contractor in collaboration with SCC members. 

 



PAGE 3 

Attributes Collected: 

 A number of attributes were collected by the GIS contractor with the help of contacts 

from each SCC land trust. (See Table 1) 

Attribute Info 

X & Y Coordinates Decimal Degrees 

Property Acres Acres of shoreline property 

Shoreline Feet 
Length in feet of marine shoreline of each 

property 

Land Trust Name 
Name of SCC partner associated with 

shoreline property 

Lead Organization  Main organization for each shoreline property 

Primary Uses Habitat, Recreation, Education, Etc. 

Project Description Describes the shoreline property in detail 

Public Access Yes/No/Conditional 

Access Type Walk-in, Drive-in, Boat-in, Trail Access, etc. 

Restoration Type Removal of invasive plants, De-armoring, etc. 

Contact Name SCC Contact 

Contact Email SCC Contact 

Parcel Number(s) 
One or multiple parcel numbers associated 

with a shoreline property 

County County where property is located 

Conservation Method 
Conservation Easement, Fee Ownership, 

Other 

Purchase Price Price the property was purchased for 

Acquisition Price Price the property was acquired for 

Fee Owner 
Name of property fee owner (listed as 

“Private” for individuals) 

Easement Holder Name of conservation easement holder 

Funding Source List of funding sources 

Funding Source Amount Amounts from each funding source 

New Acquisition/Restoration of Existing 
Whether new project is classified as a new 

acquisition or old property recently restored 

Table 1: List of property attributes 

Data Collection 

Data collection was a collaborative effort between the WALT GIS contractor and SCC 

members. The previous database was stored on a Google Sheet and contained the attributes listed 

above. Data was split into separate Google Sheets for each land trust and shared with each SCC 

member via email. After contact was established with each SCC member at each land trust, the 

GIS contractor and SCC member worked out the best means of data collection. This usually 

involved the SCC member sharing an Excel file or shapefile with the GIS contractor who then 

entered the available information into the land trust’s shared Google Sheet. The SCC member 

then entered the remaining information and reviewed it together with the GIS contractor. 



PAGE 4 

 After all the relevant information was entered and shared, the GIS contractor compiled 

all the information into a master Google Sheet and created separate tables for financial and 

geographic analysis. The GIS contractor used ArcGIS to display data cartographically and created 

a few maps for public distribution which can be found in the Appendix. 

Analysis 

SCC Goals 

The SCC and its members outlined two specific conservation goals in the MOU: 

1.) Protect 150 properties covering 200,000 Feet (38 Miles) of Shoreline 

2.) Restore 30 properties covering 25,000 Feet (4.7 Miles) of Shoreline 

The SCC has made considerable progress towards these goals. Since its founding in 2014 until 

January 2019, SCC members have protected and acquired 76 properties and over 150,000 feet of 

shoreline (50% and 75% of the goal). SCC members have also restored 30 properties over 52,000 

feet of shoreline (100% and 212% of the goal) (see Tables 2 and 3). 

It is important to note, however, the amount of restored shoreline is a considerable 

overestimation. For the purposes of this study, a property was considered “restored” when a 

restoration project had been conducted on that property. Our data currently does not account 

for the degree to which every property has been restored or attempt to count the actual number 

of shoreline feet restored. 

Table 2: Shoreline Property Count Goals 

Table 3: Shoreline Feet Goals 

For instance, if there were a shoreline property with 1,000 feet of marine shoreline, and 

a work party removed invasive plants along 100 feet of that property’s shoreline, then the entire 

1,000 feet would be counted as restored, resulting in a substantive overestimate. The overall rate 

of overestimation is currently unclear, but if we assume that land has been restored at a similar 

rate as it has been protected in relation to conservation goals (75%), then about 18,750 feet of 

 Shoreline Feet 

(Post 2014) 

SCC Shoreline 

Feet Goals 

Percent of SCC 

Goal 

Protected 150,624 200,000 75% 

Restored 52,899 25,000 212% 

Restored 

(Estimated) 
18,125 25,000 75% 

 Shoreline Property 

Count (Post 2014) 

SCC Shoreline 

Property Goals 

Percent of SCC 

Goal 

Protected 76 150 51% 

Restored 30 30 100% 
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shoreline have been restored by SCC members since 2014. More work should be done in future 

iterations of data collection to capture more details about restoration on shoreline properties. 

 

 

Map 1: Protected & Restored Properties Post 2014 
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Rates of Conservation 

From 2000 to 2013, shoreline was conserved on average at a rate of 30,940 feet per year. 

(See Table 4) From 2014 until 2018, the rate of shoreline conservation has averaged 30,124 feet 

per year. By this estimate, the rate of shoreline conservation has slightly decreased since the 

formation of the SCC. However, excluding the one outlier year in 2006 where 112,000 feet of 

shoreline were conserved by SCC members, the average rate of shoreline conservation from 

2000 to 2013 fell from 30,940 feet per year to 24,639 feet per year. Since 112,000 is over three 

standard deviations away from the mean in the 2000 – 2013 time period, it is appropriate to 

exclude 2006 for a more accurate assessment of the rate of shoreline conservation. Excluding 

outliers, shoreline has been conserved on average about one mile more per year than it was 

before the SCC was created. 

Whether this increase is a direct result of the creation of the SCC is unclear. Much of the 

increase in total feet of shoreline conserved from the 1980s until the late 2000’s is largely 

attributable to the growth of land trust organizational capacity and funding sources. Random 

variation cannot be ruled out either. The average rate of shoreline conservation after 2014 is 

within one standard deviation from the mean of the rate of shoreline conservation from 2000 – 

2013. Though the rate increase is considerable, it is still unclear whether it is a direct result of the 

formation of the SCC. 

Table 4: Shoreline Conservation Rates 

 

 

 

 

 

 Rate of Shoreline Conservation 

(Feet/Year) 

Rate of Shoreline 

Conservation Compared 

to 2014 – 2018 Rate 

2014 – 2018 30,124 ft/yr N/A 

2000 – 2013 30,940 ft/yr - 816 

2000 - 2013 

(Excluding 2006) 
24,639 ft/yr 5,485 
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Figure 1: Protected Shoreline Totals 

 

 

Figure 2: Yearly Shoreline Feet Protected 
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 Another measure of shoreline conservation is shoreline acres, or acres of land protected 

behind or near shoreline. In total, 39,692 acres have been conserved since 1982. Since 2014, 

18,427 acres of land have been conserved, 46.4% of the total shoreline acres conserved by SCC 

members. 

Removing outliers, we find that shoreline protected from 2000 to 2013 was protected at 

an average rate of 853 acres per year. From 2014 – 2018, the average rate of shoreline 

conservation was 962 acres per year, an increase of 109 acres per year on average after removing 

outliers. 

 

Figure 3: Protected Acres Totals 

 

Figure 4: Yearly Shoreline Acres Protected 
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Conservation by Geographic Area: 

 It is helpful to understand where the SCC successes have been concentrated so far and 

to highlight regions in which there has been less conservation and restoration. Two main areas 

stand out for shoreline conservation since 2014. The San Juan Islands lead all other areas with 

over 47,000 feet of shoreline conserved since 2014; almost a third of all shoreline conserved since 

the SCC was founded. (See Table & Figure 5) South Puget Sound has also been home to a 

significant share of shoreline conservation with over 34,000 feet of shoreline conserved. Most of 

the remaining six areas of Puget Sound and the Salish Sea have conserved between 10,000 and 

15,000 feet of shoreline, with the exception of a handful of properties conserved on the southwest 

coast of Washington totaling less than 4,000 feet of shoreline. 

Since significant portions of shoreline have been conserved in two major regions of Puget 

Sound, it may be in the interest of WALT and SCC members to focus conservation in underserved 

regions. However, the most critical habitat for salmon and other marine wildlife might be in the 

more heavily conserved areas and the most beneficial effects on wildlife would mean continuing 

to focus conservation in these areas. This report does not provide in-depth analysis on this matter 

but recommends a critical habitat analysis in the future to supplement this report and target areas 

for future conservation. (See Map 2) 

Table 5: Salish Sea Region Total shoreline feet conserved after 2014 

 

 

Figure 5: Salish Sea Region Total shoreline feet conserved after 2014 

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000

Central Puget Sound
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Shoreline Feet

Salish Sea Region

Post 2014 Shoreline Feet Protected by 

Salish Sea Region

Salish Sea Region Post-2014 Protected Shoreline Feet  
Central Puget Sound 13,794 

Haro, Rosario, Georgia Straits & Bellingham Bay 13,463 

Hood Canal 15,843 

San Juan Islands 47,768 

South Puget Sound 34,803 

Strait of Juan de Fuca 9,940 

West Coast 3,690 

Whidbey Basin 11,323 
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Map 2: SCC Conserved shoreline feet after 2014, aggregated by Salish Sea Region. 
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Financial Analysis 

Federal, State, and local funding is crucial for land trusts to successfully protect and restore 

properties. This project also collected information on the funding sources and amounts for each 

shoreline property. This information is critical for identifying the funds which have been leveraged 

for shoreline conservation and may be lobbied for in the future either at the federal, state, or 

local level. *Forterra financial data not included.* 

Shoreline Conservation Dollars Leveraged 

$ in 

thousands 
Private 

Funds 

Local 

Funds 

State 

Funds 

Federal 

Funds 

Other Funds 

(Tribal, 

Unspecified) 

Total Funds 

 

Pre 2014 

 

$24,159k 

(20.9%) 

$41,104k 

(35.5%) 

$38,603k 

(33.5%) 

$6,422k 

(5.5%) 

$5,457k 

(4.7%) 
$115,747k 

 

Post 2014  

$4,786k 

(9.4%) 

$6,422k 

(12.7%) 

$25,601k 

(50.5%) 

$12,463k 

(24.6%) 

$1,455k 

(2.9%) 
$50,728k 

 

Total 

  

$28,946k 

(17.4%) 

$47,526k 

(28.5%) 

$64,205k 

(38.6%) 

$18,885k 

(11.3%) 

$6,913k 

(4.2%) 
$166,476k 

Table 6: Shoreline conservation dollars leveraged by source. 

 

Figure 6: Yearly Conservation Dollars Leveraged by Source 
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Overall, SCC members have used proportionally less money from private and local 

sources (city, county, local parks) since 2014 (35% - 12.7%) and have leveraged more funds from 

State and Federal public conservation programs (39% - 75%). State and Federal funds now account 

for most of the money spent by SCC members on shoreline conservation. SCC members have 

also leveraged significantly more dollars over a shorter period of time than in previous years. Since 

2014, SCC members have leveraged almost a third of the total funds used for shoreline 

conservation for all shoreline properties over a 36-year period. (See Table & Figure 6) 

 The importance of local funds however, should not be overlooked. Some land trusts, such 

as the Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust, have received significant support from the King County 

Conservation Futures Program. Though the number of state and federal dollars leveraged for 

shoreline conservation has increased more than other sources of funding, land trusts should still 

advocate for conservation funding at all levels. 

Table 7: Shoreline conservation dollars leveraged by State Source 

The most significant portion of state funding comes from an amalgam of sources listed 

under “Other State Funds.” These funds are usually specific appropriations by the State Legislature 

through the Dept. of Ecology, such as the purchase of Dockton Park for $15 million on Vashon 

Island or an investment from the Dept. of Transportation for $5 million in Dugualla Bay on 

Whidbey Island. The Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP), Puget Sound 

Acquisition and Restoration Fund (PSAR), and Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SFRB) constitute 

the other main sources of state funding before and after 2014. The proportion of state dollars 

between different programs has not changed very dramatically comparatively to one another. 

However, the portfolio of state dollars has become more diversified in recent years meaning land 

trusts have become less dependent on any individual source of state funding. (See Table 7) 

 However, the total number of Washington State program dollars used for shoreline 

conservation has increased dramatically since 2014. Over a five-year span, over $25 million state 

dollars have been used for shoreline conservation, nearly 40% of all state funds raised over all 

time for shoreline conservation by SCC members.  

Shoreline Conservation Dollars Leveraged, by WA State Program 

 $ in 

thousands 
 ALEA  ESRP  WWRP  SFRB  PSAR  MSP 

Other 

State Fund  
Total 

 

Pre 2014 

 

$796k 

(2.1%) 

$1,723k 

(4.5%) 

$7,318k 

(19%) 

$4,462k 

(11.6%) 

$3,573k 

(9.3%) 

$434k 

(1.1%) 

$20,294k 

(52.6%) 
$38,603k 

 

Post 2014 

 

$1,665k 

(6.5%) 

$2,795k 

(10.9%) 

$3,395k 

(13.3%) 

$2,231k 

(8.7%) 

$3,729k 

(14.6%) 

$1,556k 

(6.1%) 

$9,977k 

(39%) 
$25,601k 

 

Total 

 

$2,461k 

(3.8%) 

$4,519k 

(7.0%) 

$10,713k 

(16.7%) 

$6,694k 

(10.4%) 

$7,302k 

(11.4%) 

$1,990k 

(3.1%) 

$30,272k 

(47.1%) 
$64,204k 
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Table 8: Shoreline Conservation Dollars Leveraged by Federal Program 

Land trusts have become significantly more effective at acquiring and leveraging federal 

funds. Two-thirds of all federal dollars used for shoreline projects by SCC members have been 

raised since 2014. Federal dollars now account for 25% of all dollars raised by SCC members for 

shoreline projects instead of just 5%. (See Table 8) 

Since 2014, over half of leveraged federal funds have come from the National Coastal 

Wetlands Conservation Grant Program (NCWC). Another 30% of the total funds raised through 

federal sources since 2014 have come from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 

which had not been used previously by SCC members for shoreline conservation. The Readiness 

and Environmental Protection Integration fund (REPI) has also been introduced to land trusts as 

an effective way to raise funds for shoreline projects and accounts for over 10% of all federal funds 

leveraged. As with State funds, SCC members have been able to significantly diversify and increase 

their acquisitions of federal dollars for shoreline projects since 2014. 

It is important to note that this round of data collection did not account for the value of 

donated properties. SCC members such as the San Juan Preservation Trust, which protect much 

of their land through property or conservation easement donations, are not well accounted for 

financially in this report. More work should be done in the future to track the value of these 

property donations. 

Recommendations 

This report makes three recommendations following the conclusion of this project: 

1.) Collect Information on Restored Properties 

 One consistent problem with the data collected for this project was that it didn’t capture 

a measurable magnitude of restoration on a property. Though there was some detail with regards 

to the kinds of restoration that had taken place (invasive plant removal, de-armoring, etc.), there 

was no specific measure of restored shoreline feet or a gauge of the improvement of a property.  

Shoreline Conservation Dollars Leveraged, by Federal Program  

$ in 

thousands 
 NAWCA LWCF NCWC REPI 

Estuary & Salmon 

Recovery Program 

(EPA, Marine & Nearshore) 

Other 

National 

Funds 

 

Total 

 

Pre 2014 

 

$150k 

(2.3%) 
$0k 

$2,329k 

(36.3%) 
$0k $0k 

$3,942k 

(61.4%) 
$6,422k 

 

Post 2014 

 

$50k 

(0.4%) 

$3,959k 

(31.8%) 

$6,730k 

(54%) 

$1,315k 

(10.6%) 

$409k 

(3.3%) 
$0k $12,463k 

 

Total 

 

$200k 

(1.1%) 

$3,959k 

(21%) 

$9,059k 

(48%) 

$1,315k 

(7%) 

$409k 

(2.2%) 

$3,942k 

(20.9%) 
$18,885k 
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Counting restored properties and shoreline remains one of the main goals highlighted in the 

MOU. Therefore, developing attributes to accurately measure the restoration status of a property 

should be a priority for SCC members. This report recommends collaborating with SCC members 

to develop these attributes, especially Erik Kingfisher of the Jefferson Land Trust and Christopher 

Walter of Forterra who mentioned experience or interest in capturing this information. 

2.) Collect Information on Donated Properties 

Another consistent problem with data collection, especially financial data, was tracking the 

value of donated properties. Many land trusts rely on donations, but this iteration of data 

collection did not capture much information related to the value of those donations. Indeed, the 

San Juan Preservation Trust, which has protected the most shoreline feet of any land trust in Puget 

Sound, acquired most of their properties through donations. As such, private and local 

contributions were highly undervalued as a result, not just in the San Juan Islands, but across all 

regions of Puget Sound. In future rounds of data collection, WALT should ask land trusts to share 

the donated value of each shoreline property. 

3.) Streamline Data Collection & Attributes 

 Data collection for shoreline properties was one of the most time-consuming and difficult 

portions of this project. SCC members were limited with the amount of time they could devote 

to this project and some pieces of information were redundant while gaps in the information 

collected remained. This report recommends removing redundant attributes (such as purchase 

price or acquisition price) and adding important ones (such as a measure of restoration or 

donation value). Streamlining the collection of financial data for SCC members is an important 

step for acquiring accurate and complete data from each land trust. 

 It may also be in WALT’s interest to format databases based off other national geographic 

databases, such as the National Conservation Easement Database (NCED) and the Protected 

Areas Database of the United States (PADUS). This will allow WALT to use and share 

conservation data across the state and nation and collaborate with regional partners more easily. 

Conclusion 

Though it is difficult to measure the exact impact that the formation of the SCC is having 

on regional shoreline conservation in Puget Sound, it is clear that SCC members are well on their 

way to meeting the goals highlighted in the MOU. Since 2014, the SCC has protected over 150,000 

feet of shoreline on 76 properties and conducted restoration projects on 30 properties covering 

an estimated 18,000 feet of shoreline. Moreover, the rate of protection and conservation of 

shoreline properties appears to be rising. On average, a mile more of shoreline is being conserved 

every year since 2014, after the SCC was formed. At the current average rate of shoreline 

conservation, we should expect the SCC to meet its shoreline conservation goal within the next 

two years. 

SCC members have also leveraged more conservation dollars from more sources over 

less time. This indicates that land trusts are becoming better at collecting funds from a variety of 
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sources and focusing more of their efforts on conserving shoreline habitat critical to the health of 

the ecosystem and wildlife of Puget Sound.  

There is still work to be done to streamline the collection of data and make sure the 

information collected through the course of this project reaches SCC members and the public. 

But by most measures the SCC has done an excellent job and is well on track to meet its 

conservation goals. 
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Phone: (206) 660-7257  



PAGE 16 

Appendix 

 

Map 3: A map of shoreline properties protected or restored after 2014 by SCC members 
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Figure 7: Map Legend & back page 
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Map 4: All shoreline properties protected by members of the SCC in Puget Sound & the Salish Sea 
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Map 5: All SCC member shoreline properties in Puget Sound and the Salish Sea by restoration status 


