
















Attachment 2b: Technical Comments from the State Caucus 

Fish Habitat. The EES instream flow study stated they omitted a key lower river spawning area 
in the vicinity of Peaceful Valley below the falls (see the earlier study conducted by Dr. Hardin 
for the upper river, which also addressed spawning at Peaceful Valley). Hardin’s lowest study site 
was Peaceful Valley, not far upstream from the uppermost EES transect.  Hardin assessed 
transects in a spawning area that Avista and WDFW had identified as an important lower river 
spawning area. According to a Parametrix (2003) survey, important spawning habitat occurs at 
T.J. Meenach Springs (RM 70.1) and Riverbend Bar (RM 68.4), approximately 3.5 miles above 
the WRIA 54 study site. These areas are probably the most important spawning areas in the lower 
river.  In the upper river (e.g., at Barker) the state caucus did not recommend spring spawning-
incubation flows, either, for an instream flow rule.  Instead, they addressed spring spawning-
incubation flows through real-time flow management as part of the Avista relicensing.  
Nevertheless, the instream flow needed to protect spawning and incubation at this sensitive lower 
river spawning area needs to be addressed more effectively in the rule.  The rule and real-time 
flow management for hydroelectric project mitigation are related but not identical processes.  It is 
necessary to develop recommendations so that the two processes are consistent, even if the rules 
and conditions are different. 

The City’s proposal maximizes Weighted Useable Area (WUA) for rainbow trout during the 
summer, but provides only about 77% of whitefish habitat.  The model probably understates 
rainbow trout habitat at higher flows, but is probably realistic from 450 cfs down to lower flows 
(as discussed below). This is because PHABSIM models trout habitat based on water velocity at 
60% of the depth, which is reasonable for wadeable streams (where habitat suitability criteria for 
trout were developed), but in a bigger, deeper river such as the Spokane, trout will be deeper, 
avoiding the faster water at 60% depth.  Whitefish, on the other hand, are almost always in bigger 
rivers and suitability criteria for them are based on their being in big rivers.

In spring, the concern is for rainbow trout spawning and incubation.  Spawning flows are quite 
different from year to year.  If flow is reduced too rapidly, incubating eggs will be lost.  Detailed 
analysis based on spawning flows would be needed to determine the sensitivity of incubation at 
the City’s proposed flow, and it would be different in different years, depending on magnitude of 
spring runoff flows. 

The Weighted Useable Area (WUA) results from the EES study show that 1350 cfs at the 
Spokane gage (Spokane River at Spokane) provides about 99.5% of maximum WUA for 
mountain whitefish, the most abundant salmonid fish in the Spokane River.  Mountain whitefish 
peaks at 1,500 cfs (using the weighted 80% WRIA 54 and 20% WRIA 57 results).  Clearly, 1350 
cfs is not harmful to whitefish, compared to the proposed state caucus flow in summer.  Whitefish 
normally inhabit bigger rivers, so the habitat suitability criteria are appropriate for the Spokane 
River.

Rainbow trout juvenile and adult rearing during summer have a maximum WUA at 400 cfs, with 
88% at 850 and 73% at 1350 cfs.  Although strict reference to WUA suggests loss of habitat from 
400 to 850 to 1350 cfs, this assessment should be tempered by the circumstances for the habitat 
suitability determination.  Habitat suitability criteria for rainbow trout were determined (through 
measurement of depths and velocities selected and not selected by fish during snorkeling 
observations) in streams much smaller than the Spokane River, with generally slower and 
shallower water available to them.   Rainbow trout juvenile and adult WUA declines at higher 
flows as velocities in cells exceed optimal velocities.  In very high velocity streams (e.g., Sullivan 
Creek near Metaline Falls), we see fish staying close to the bottom in deep water, indicating a 



behavioral accommodation of the fish to deep, fast water by staying in a lower velocity layer; that 
would suggest that in deeper water, such as the Spokane River in the canyon, fish will use water 
that the model, which simulates velocity at 60% of the depth rather than 80-95% of the depth, 
predicts to be less usable.  The outcome would be that habitat does not decline at higher flows as 
much as the model implies, although the lower flow end of the model is probably reliable. 

WDFW and Ecology are unaware of any rivers in the Pacific Northwest where high flow during 
summer is a limiting factor for fish.  In most cases all evidence suggests that summer low flows 
limit fish. 

Water Quality. The waste load allocations for phosphorus under the proposed Dissolved Oxygen 
(DO) Water Quality Improvement Plan (or TMDL) for the Spokane River were developed using 
the CE-QUAL-W2 model based on 2001 flows in the river (Spokane River and Lake Spokane 
Dissolved Oxygen Total Maximum Daily Load. Water Quality Improvement Report.WA
Department of Ecology Publication No. 07-10-0703. September 2007).  This year was a drought 
year, and minimum low flows of  about 500 cfs were reached.  The State recommended 850 cfs 
would be protective of minimum flows needed to dilute the phosphorus at the current load 
allocations. If use of inchoate rights would cause river flows to drop below 500 cfs, water quality 
impacts are likely as the waste load allocations are modeled on a summer low flow of about 500 
cfs. In this scenario it will be difficult to meet the minimum water quality standards for 

hosphorus and other parameters.p�
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APPENDIX B 
SEPA ANALYSIS 

Ecology developed the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Watershed Planning under Chapter 
90.82 (Ecology, 2003) to provide Watershed Planning Units a tool to assist with an efficient and thorough 
environmental review.  Planning Units may utilize the FEIS in on of four ways: 

1. Adoption of the Programmatic Watershed Planning EIS and Determination of Significance 
(DS):  This is an option if the Watershed Planning EIS adequately addresses all probable adverse 
impacts. 

2. Adoption, DS and Addendum:  This option is the same as #1; however, an addendum provides 
local decision makers with additional local information, such as land cover, environment, etc. 

3. Adoption and Supplemental EIS:  This option provides for additional independent analyses of 
environmental impacts, if the Final Watershed Planning EIS does not address all of the probable 
significant adverse environmental impacts. 

4. Adoption and Determination of Non-Significance (DNS):  This option could be used if it is 
determined that there are no probable significant adverse impacts associated with the 
recommended actions contained in the Watershed Plan.   

The table below provides an analysis of each recommendation in the WRIA 54 Watershed Plan compared 
against alternatives evaluated in the FEIS.  Some recommendations would not be subject to SEPA review 
– these are indicated by “Study”, “Education”, or “N/A”. 

WRIA 54 PLAN RECOMMENDATION 
STATEWIDE

FEIS
ALTERNATIVE

 Water Rights Administration  
WRA-1 Recommend that the State legislature provide more staff and funding to the 

Washington Department of Ecology to process water rights and for 
compliance activities. The Planning Unit particularly encourages 
consideration of establishing a regional water master. 

WP 7 
WP 13 
WP 14 
WP 15 

WRA-2 Regular updates from Ecology to the Planning Unit regarding water right activity 
in WRIA 54. The Planning Unit or its members may provide input to Ecology 
through the normal public comment periods associated with these actions. 

N/A

WRA-3 Consider prioritizing hydrologic subbasins for Ecology to process water rights 
applications. Note that all subbasins in a priority area would need to be included 
and that Ecology has to follow state laws to process water rights in order of 
application date, but can do so within a subbasin or watershed. 

WP 7 
WP 10 
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WRA-4 Conservancy Boards in Stevens, Spokane and Lincoln Counties should 
develop and maintain a public database of willing water rights buyers and 
sellers within their counties. The Conservancy Boards will need to make 
statements that the extent and validity of water rights in the database are 
not guaranteed. (This is currently being implemented by the Stevens 
County Water Conservancy Board.) 

WP 7 
WP 8 

WRA-5 Recommend that the Spokane Tribe develop a water code for the Spokane Tribe 
and Reservation, including fee lands. 

N/A

Promoting Efficient Use of Water 
WUE-1 Coordinate water use efficiency and conservation measures in WRIA 54 through 

the existing Regional Water Conservation Collaboration and Spokane County 
Coordinated Water System Planning. 

WP 1 

WUE-2 Recommend that local governments work toward improved water use efficiency in 
landscaping and other outdoor water uses. 

WP 1 

WUE-3 Recommend that counties, cities and water purveyors develop and 
implement indoor and outdoor water conservation incentives. 

WP 1 

WUE-4 Recommend that purveyors provide notice to the Planning Unit when they 
initiate water use efficiency/conservation goal setting. 

WP 1 

WUE-5 Additional funding is needed to support implementation of water conservation and 
reclaimed water use. 

WP 1, WP 3 
WP 4, WP 5 

WP 6 
WUE-6 Where cost-effective and appropriate, support continued funding for County 

Conservation Districts and the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) work with agricultural irrigators to assess and improve water use 
efficiency. 

WP 2, WP 3 

WUE-7 Where cost-effective and appropriate, support development of and 
coordinate with surrounding WRIAs for use of reclaimed water. 

WP 5, WP 6 

Providing Water for Future Needs 
WFN-1 Consider a regional management and coordination organization for water supply on 

the West Plains. This organization should encourage improvement of connectivity 
between water systems, as allowed by cost and water right constraints.  

WP 5 
WP 6 
WP 9 
WP 17 

WFN-2 Complete planning for water usage on the reservation and improvements needed 
for the Spokane Tribe’s water systems. 

N/A
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WFN-3 Recommend formation of a Chamokane Basin Watershed Council to 
resolve water-related issues in the Chamokane Basin. This Watershed 
Council may consist of Chamokane Basin residents, Stevens County, the 
Spokane Tribe, WRIA 54 Planning Unit members and others. 

WP 3, WP 6, 
WP 7, WP 10, 
WP 16, WP 19, 
WP 21, WP 33, 
WP 34, WP 35, 
WP 36, WP 37, 
WP 42, WP 45, 
WP 47, WP 50, 

WP 52 
WFN-4 Local governments, the Tribe and water purveyors should assess subarea water 

supply needs, identify appropriate measures from a range of options, and facilitate 
options that are economically viable and provide long-term sustainability. 

WP 1, WP 5, 
WP 6, WP 7, 

WP 9, WP 10, 
WP 13, WP 16, 

WP 17 
WFN-5 Establish a program to collect data and evaluate where permit-exempt wells 

are a concern. Develop management options for problem areas. Affected 
local governments and Ecology should provide technical support and 
funding; counties, purveyors, Ecology and Regional Health District should 
coordinate.

WP 16 
WP 17 

WFN-6 The WRIA 54 Planning Unit, Ecology, counties, and the Stevens, Spokane 
and Lincoln County Water Conservancy Boards should explore water 
rights trusts, banking, water leasing and acquisition. 

WP 7,  WP 8 

WFN-7 The state Legislature should amend current law to allow water banking 
throughout the state. 

WP 7, WP 8 

Water Storage Opportunities 
WS-1 Evaluate aquifer storage and recovery and enhanced recharge for the West 

Plains, considering reclaimed water as a priority source but not excluding 
other water sources. 

WP 24 

WS-2 Promote the connectivity of the West Plains area so that water can be efficiently 
distributed where it is needed. Increased connectivity could consist of building 
more infrastructure for intermittent buying and selling of water or for permanent 
water rights transfers. 

WP 9 

WS-3 Promote and support water storage projects initiated by individual entities 
throughout the watershed to meet instream flows and to provide water for 
residents, business and projected growth in Spokane, Lincoln, and Stevens 
Counties and the Spokane Indian Reservation. Several projects have been 
identified in the Chamokane Creek watershed. 

WP 8 
WP# 19 – 24 
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Integrating Land Use and Water Supply Planning 
LU-1 The Washington Utilities Coordinating Council has initiated a review of 

the Coordinated Water System Plan and determined not to conduct a 
complete update at this time. If an update is initiated, the Planning Unit 
supports addressing such issues as: use of consistent population estimates; 
consistency with approved Comprehensive Plans; improvements to the way 
commitments to provide water are managed for plats that may not develop 
for several years; planning to provide water for current and future needs on 
the West Plains; evaluation of transferring water from the Spokane Valley-
Rathdrum Prairie (SVRP) Aquifer to the West Plains; sharing, leasing and 
acquisition of water rights; sharing of water system plans with adjacent 
purveyors; water-right transfers; connectivity; infrastructure improvements; 
and conservation. 

WP 1, WP 7, WP 
9, WP 10, WP 17, 
WP 21, WP 23, 

WP 24,  

LU-2 Water system plans and other local land use plans should be consistent.. No Impact 
LU-3 Entities involved in long-range land use planning within WRIA 54 should evaluate 

the “carrying capacity” of land related to available or proposed water supply to 
support responsible development consistent with comprehensive planning. If water 
is not available, there needs to be a plan to provide water to the area. Funding 
assistance will be necessary to implement this recommendation. 

No Impact 

LU-4 The state should provide technical support and funding to counties and cities to 
identify areas of strained water resources. 

Study 

LU-5 Counties and cities should identify and consider adding areas of strained water 
resources to comprehensive land use plans and development regulations (through, 
for example, water supply overlay zones). 

No Impact 

LU-6 Recommend that counties, purveyors, Ecology, and interested Planning Unit 
members collaborate to develop flexible local guidelines for demonstration of 
water supply availability and sustainability. Methods may include but are not 
limited to hydrogeologic investigation and characterization reports. 

No Impact 

LU-7 Recommend that Ecology provide technical assistance and funding for ongoing 
support in the implementation of guidelines developed in Recommendation LU-6 
to demonstrate sufficient water availability and sustainability for proposed and 
existing uses for Comprehensive Plan amendments and associated zoning changes. 

No Impact 

LU-8 Recommend that Spokane County require applicants to demonstrate 
sufficient water availability and sustainability for proposed and existing 
uses for Comprehensive Plan amendments and associated zoning changes. 

No Impact 

LU-9 Pursue funding to conduct more regional water supply availability studies 
through WRIA 54 Watershed Plan implementation. 

Study 

LU-10 Spokane County should identify barriers and plan for the implementation 
of the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies discussed above, which are 
aimed at securing adequate water quantity for the residents of Spokane 
County. This will require development of methodologies to accurately 
evaluate the “carrying capacity” of land related to water supply, and 
application of these methodologies to ensure responsible development 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Spokane County and Ecology 
could collaborate to develop guidelines for demonstration of water supply 
availability and sustainability. Methods may include but are not limited to 
hydrogeologic investigation and characterization reports. 

No Impact 
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LU-11 The Planning Unit recommends an evaluation of methodologies and the review 
process used to determine water availability for proposed development projects, in 
order to better determine that permitted projects have a viable water supply. 

No Impact 

LU-12  Recommend that Spokane County add the following condition for the 
approval of a final plat: “Prior to filing the final plat, the applicant will 
demonstrate provision of adequate potable water supply by providing one 
of the following: 

– A letter from a water purveyor stating they will serve the proposed 
subdivision. If a plat is not developed for a specified amount of time, 
this commitment may need to be reconfirmed by the water purveyor. 

– A copy of a water right permit from the Department of Ecology 
with adequate quantity to serve the proposed subdivision; 

– A plan to supply the proposed subdivision within the groundwater 
exemption specified in Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 90.54.050 
that complies with the 1997 Attorney General Opinion, Washington 
State Supreme Court Decision Department of Ecology vs. Campbell 
and Gwinn, LLC and Washington State Department of Health 
guidelines for residential water use.”

No Impact 

LU-13 Recommend that Spokane County add one or more of the following to the 
requirements for exemption from the subdivision ordinance:

– Demonstration of water supply

– Only three parcels can be created 

– Parcels must be 40 acres or greater 

– Public notice of proposed land division.

No Impact 

LU-14 The Planning Unit recommends support for sustainable agriculture 
(including forestry).  

WP 2, WP 3, WP 
34, WP 56 

LU-15 Support efforts to provide public access to water-related recreation areas.  N/A

LU-16 A study is recommended to evaluate the land use impacts of beavers on Lake 
Spokane and to consider relocation of beavers to the properties of willing 
landowners. This could be coordinated with the Lands Council project to evaluate 
the role of beavers in providing water storage. 

Study 
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Instream Flow 
ISF-1 The Spokane River Instream Flow Work Group’s memorandum documents 

the WRIA 54 Planning Unit’s position regarding instream flow for the 
main stem Spokane River above Nine Mile Dam, with the one addition of 
requesting that the option of a water right reservation be considered from 
the “West Arm” of the SVRP Aquifer. 

When Ecology undertakes setting an instream flow for the Spokane River, 
the WRIA 54 Planning Unit recommends considering the option of a water 
right reservation from the “West Arm” of the SVRP Aquifer. Prioritization 
of water uses for future allocation within WRIA 54 could be applied if a 
reservation for future water use were included in an instream flow rule, by 
reserving water for certain purposes such as, in no order of priority, 
environmental enhancement, agriculture, domestic or municipal supply, 
stock watering or commercial and industrial purposes. The Planning Unit 
understands that the state caucus will not currently support a reservation of 
water for municipal water supply due to existing inchoate water rights in 
the Spokane River watershed that can meet future water demand, Other 
concerns include declining summer low flows, water quality issues, and 
impacts on senior water right holders. 

Prior to Ecology undertaking rule-making for this reach, the Planning Unit 
would like a broader community-based process that incorporates the 
flexibility needed to meet the varied water needs of the region and presents 
a complete set of the information that was developed through the 
Watershed planning process. This is likely to require a minimum two-year 
effort. If Ecology is prepared to support this effort, the Planning Unit urges 
Ecology to initiate this work as soon as possible. 

WP 26 

ISF-2 The Planning Unit chose not to recommend a control point at Little Falls at 
this time.

WP 27 

ISF-3 The Planning Unit recommends a phased pursuit of instream flow rules for 
tributary subbasins. A phased approach is recommended, such that the 
effort could be discontinued if it is found that development of a rule does 
not provide water management benefits for the tributary basin. 

WP 26 

Water Quality 
WQ-1 Implement the monitoring described in the Quality Assurance Project Plan for 

Nine Mile Area Non-Point Source Monitoring Study: Water Quality Monitoring 
Study (Tetra Tech, 2009) and proceed with a study to monitor and assess non-point 
sources from the surface water and groundwater that drain directly to Lake 
Spokane. Implementation is recommended as an early action or Phase 4 action. 

WP 37 

WQ-2 Support monitoring efforts undertaken by individual entities, regional groups or the 
Planning Unit. Current applicable monitoring programs include new Ecology 
ambient surface water quality monitoring stations that do not currently have secure 
long-term funding, and City of Spokane sediment oxygen demand sampling in 
Lake Spokane. 

WP 37 

WQ-3 Ecology will keep the Planning Unit informed about progress on all total maximum 
daily loads (water quality improvement plans) in WRIA 54, either through verbal 
updates at Planning Unit meetings or email updates to those on the email 
distribution list. 

N/A
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WQ-4 Implement the monitoring program described in the Quality Assurance Project 
Plan for the Paleochannel Water Quality Monitoring Study (Tetra Tech and 
GeoEngineers, March 2009). 

WP 37 

WQ-5 The Planning Unit will support non-point source assessments, monitoring, and 
reduction efforts, including non-point source reduction efforts recommended in the 
Chamokane Creek Watershed Plan. 

WP 33, WP 35, 
WP 36, WP 37 

WQ-6 The Planning Unit recommends implementation of existing city and county 
stormwater management plans and development of stormwater programs in 
the WRIA where none currently exists. The Planning Unit emphasizes the 
following elements in managing stormwater: 

– Improve coordination between land use regulators (counties, cities 
and the Washington Department of Natural Resources) and 
Ecology regarding stormwater permits so that land use regulators 
have improved understanding of when this type of permitting is 
required.

– Encourage counties and cities to develop land clearing and grading 
incentives or ordinances such as best management practices based 
on NRCS FOTOG and the Eastern Washington Stormwater 
Manual.

– Encourage counties and cities to consider incentives for low impact 
development that incorporates measures such as pervious surfaces 
and on-site stormwater treatment. 

– Encourage counties to consider land use policies that preserve 
vegetation in natural (undeveloped) drainages. 

– Recommend that that cities and counties, the Washington 
Department of Health, Ecology and health districts address 
inadequate wastewater and stormwater systems. 

WP 43, WP 50, 
WP 30 

WQ-7 The Planning Unit recommends that local governments retain qualified wetlands 
scientists to review wetland delineations and administer the wetland portion of 
critical areas ordinances. 

N/A

Technical Information Base 
TI-1 Basalt Aquifer Groundwater Study—The Columbia River Basalt Group aquifers 

that underlie the West Plains area are used for water supply. Groundwater levels 
have declined in some areas, indicating the groundwater resource is potentially 
strained. A better understanding of the aquifers in the West Plains area would be 
beneficial to understand how this resource can be used in a sustainable way. 

Study 

TI-2 Identification of Areas of Strained Water Resources—Identifying potential 
and existing areas of strained water resources, where water supply is not 
currently available to meet growing water demand for out-of-stream water 
needs, is a major data need for WRIA 54. The Planning Unit supports 
development of methodologies to accurately identify areas of strained 
water resources, and development of tools to manage land use needs 
associated with these areas.  

Study 

TI-3 Develop Water Supply and Demand Forecast for Prioritized Areas Study 

Page 7 of 11 



TI-4 Stream flow monitoring for WRIA 54 tributaries—Establish stream flow 
monitoring program for WRIA 54 tributaries. Monitoring locations would be 
determined based on available funding, labor and equipment resources and the 
priorities as determined by the Planning Unit at the time of initiating the 
monitoring program. 

Study 

TI-5 Evaluate feasibility of establishing a stream flow gauge below Nine Mile 
Dam. Such a gage was identified as a need by the Spokane River Instream 
Flow Work Group so that Spokane River flow, including discharge from 
the SVRP Aquifer downstream from the ‘at Spokane’ gage, could be 
measured directly rather than estimated. 

Study 

TI-6 Recommend local governments and conservation districts seek to increase funding 
for water and natural resources staff, in part to carry forth Plan implementation 
beyond the Phase 4 grant funding. Additional staff and/or funding support is 
needed to implement water resources management projects and programs, and to 
conduct and supervise technical studies needed for water management. 

N/A

TI-7 Recommend that the Legislature support Ecology’s ambient groundwater 
monitoring program and recommend that Ecology consider the West Plains for an 
ambient groundwater monitoring program. 

Study 

TI-8 Support Collection of Water Resources Data—Continued data collection is 
essential to building the knowledge base necessary for informed water 
resources management. Data collection efforts may be accomplished by 
individual entities, the Planning Unit, and volunteer efforts. All data 
collected through Planning Unit supported efforts will be available to 
Planning Unit members.  

Water Resources Education 
EDU-1 Water resources education programs in WRIA 54 should contribute information to 

and support E3 Washington. 
Education 

EDU-2 Conduct a water resource education needs assessment in WRIA 54. Study 

EDU-3 Include funding for education and outreach (staff and materials) within grant 
applications where applicable. 

Education 

EDU-4 The legislature should provide additional funding for education and outreach staff, 
such as for conservation districts, for efforts within WRIA 54. 

Education 

EDU-5 Ecology should make education and outreach a priority. Education 
EDU-6 Encourage local governments to hire or retain education and outreach staff. 

Key to FEIS Alternatives:

Alternative WP 1. Develop and implement municipal conservation programs including demand 
management and operations efficiency measures. 

Alternative WP 2. Develop and implement agricultural water conservation and irrigation efficiency 
efforts through regional or irrigation district infrastructure improvements. 

Alternative WP 3. Develop and implement on-farm agricultural water conservation and irrigation 
efficiency efforts. 
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Alternative WP 4. Develop and implement industrial conservation measures. 

Alternative WP 5. Request local governments or sewer utilities to construct and operate water reclamation 
and reuse facilities (for example, reclamation plants and use areas) to provide water for beneficial uses. 

Alternative WP 6. Promote greywater segregation and use in accordance with Department of Health 
standards.

Alternative WP 7. Request Ecology to transfer existing water rights for out-of-stream beneficial uses 
acquired through purchase, lease, voluntary methods, or condemnation to other out-of-stream beneficial 
uses. 

Alternative WP 8. Request Ecology to transfer existing water rights for out-of-stream beneficial uses 
acquired through purchase, lease, voluntary methods, or condemnation to instream beneficial uses 
through the state’s Trust Water Right Program. 

Alternative WP 9. Transfer water through interties of public water systems or irrigation systems. 

Alternative WP 10. Request Ecology to allocate additional ground or surface water on a short-term or 
long-term basis. 

Alternative WP 11. Request Ecology to adopt a rule to close or partially close a basin or subbasin. 

Alternative WP 12. Request Ecology to initiate an adjudication of a basin or subbasin. 

Alternative WP 13. Request Ecology to assign a watermaster to a basin, subbasin, or other geographic 
area. 

Alternative WP 14. Request Ecology to increase enforcement against illegal water use within a basin or 
subbasin. 

Alternative WP 15. Request Ecology to evaluate some set or subset of existing water rights within a basin 
or subbasin to identify those that are subject to relinquishment. 

Alternative WP 16. Request local governments to adopt regulations or for Ecology to adopt rules to 
minimize use of exempt wells, to restrict the siting of wells in proximity to streams, and/or to restrict the 
finished depth of new wells to the second aquifer unit or lower. 

Alternative WP 17. Where adequate public water supplies are available, extend public water system 
service into areas served by exempt wells and require any new development to connect to such public 
water supplies. 

Alternative WP 18. Request Ecology to require water users to install, operate, and maintain water quantity 
monitoring devices such as meters and gauges. 

Alternative WP 19. Construct and operate new on-channel storage facilities. 

Alternative WP 20. Raise and operate existing on-channel storage facilities. 

Alternative WP 21. Construct and operate new off-channel storage facilities. 

Alternative WP 22. Raise and operate existing off-channel storage facilities. 

Alternative WP 23. Use existing storage facilities for additional beneficial uses. 

Alternative WP 24. Construct and operate artificial recharge/aquifer storage projects. 

Alternative WP 25. Take no action regarding water quantity. 
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Alternative WP 26. Request Ecology to set instream flows by administrative rule (in the Washington 
Administrative Code, or WAC). 

Alternative WP 27. Take no action regarding instream flows. 

Alternative WP 28. Request local governments or sewer utilities to construct and operate water 
reclamation and reuse facilities (e.g., reclamation plants and use areas) to reduce wastewater discharges to 
surface water bodies and improve water quality in receiving waters. 

Alternative WP 29. Request Ecology to implement a pollution trading (credit) system for water in order to 
facilitate compliance with a Total Maximum Daily Load. 

Alternative WP 30. Request Ecology to incorporate requirements for improving the quality of discharges 
from existing industries when issuing State Waste Discharge Permits or National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permits. 

Alternative WP 31. Request Ecology to increase the level of inspection of commercial dairy operations 
and enforcement of water quality as appropriate. 

Alternative WP 32. Request that Ecology expedite development and implementation of a Total Maximum 
Daily Load for a basin or subbasin. 

Alternative WP 33. Request conservation districts or irrigation districts to assist in achieving reductions in 
nonpoint pollution and/or to implement Total Maximum Daily Loads established for specific federal 303 
(d) listed water bodies. 

Alternative WP 34. Request conservation districts to modify individual farm plans as necessary to reduce 
or prevent nonpoint pollution and erosion. 

Alternative WP 35. Request local governments and state agencies to continue to implement or more fully 
implement existing water quality plans, including plans developed under Chapter 400-12 WAC. 

Alternative WP 36. Develop and implement a water quality public education program intended to prevent 
or reduce nonpoint pollution with focus on pollution sources associated with an urban setting, or with 
focus on pollution sources associated with a rural setting. 

Alternative WP 37. Request local governments and Ecology to develop and operate water quality 
monitoring programs, including installation and maintenance of monitoring devices, to measure the extent 
of nonpoint pollution and/or measure the effectiveness of nonpoint pollution control measures. 

Alternative WP 38. Request local governments to modify Growth Management Act comprehensive plans 
and other land use plans to help reduce the potential for nonpoint pollution and/or to implement Total 
Maximum Daily Loads established for federal 303 (d) listed water bodies. 

Alternative WP 39. Request local governments to amend shoreline master programs to help reduce the 
potential for nonpoint pollution and/or to implement Total Maximum Daily Loads established for federal 
303 (d) listed water bodies.  

Alternative WP 40. Request local governments to modify local regulations such as critical areas 
ordinances, stormwater regulations, and on-site sewage regulations to help reduce the potential for 
nonpoint pollution and/or to implement Total Maximum Daily Loads established for federal 303 (d) listed 
water bodies.

Alternative WP 41. Take no action regarding water quality. 

Alternative WP 42. Implement habitat improvement projects involving construction or placement or 
instream structures, such as cross vanes, vortex weirs, large woody debris, fish screens, or side-channels. 
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Alternative WP 43. Implement habitat improvement projects intended to “daylight” streams that are 
currently contained within enclosed channels. 

Alternative WP 44. Request local governments to route treated stormwater to water limited streams to 
allow for channel maintenance. 

Alternative WP 45. Request the Washington Department of Transportation, local governments, or other 
applicable agencies to remove or replace bridges, culverts, roadways, and other infrastructure as 
necessary to eliminate or reduce their impacts as fish passage obstructions and/or channel constrictions. 

Alternative WP 46. Support construction of fish passage facilities where such facilities do not currently 
exist.

Alternative WP 47. Implement habitat improvement projects involving out-of-stream riparian restoration 
or enhancement such as replanting or bank stabilization projects. Bioengineering methodologies should 
be incorporated into bank stabilization projects. 

Alternative WP 48. Move river dikes back from existing river channels to allow for floodplain restoration 
and channel maintenance. 

Alternative WP 49. Request local governments to amend or modify Growth Management Act 
comprehensive plans or other land use plans, shoreline master programs, and/or critical areas ordinances 
to protect habitat or control floodplain development. 

Alternative WP 50. Request local governments to develop regulations or programs to control sources of 
sediment that are not addressed through critical areas ordinances or other existing regulations and 
programs. 

Alternative WP 51. Request local governments to integrate habitat improvement planning into flood 
hazard reduction plans. 

Alternative WP 52. Request conservation districts and irrigation districts to assist in achieving protection 
of habitat including, as appropriate, establishment and maintenance of riparian buffers and control of 
erosion and sedimentation. 

Alternative WP 53. Request local, state, and federal governments, conservation districts, and private 
entities to acquire land and/or conservation easements for purposes of protecting habitat. 

Alternative WP 54. Request Ecology and local governments to increase the level of enforcement of 
Shoreline Management Act violations in critical habitat areas. 

Alternative WP 55. Require proponents of new or expanding fish hatcheries to follow the 
recommendations of the Hatchery Scientific Review Group regarding siting, interaction with native 
stocks, and water quality. 

Alternative WP 56. Support implementation of the recommendations of Washington’s Forest and Fish 
Report.

Alternative WP 57. Take no action regarding habitat. 
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Barbara Rodgers Direct Pumping 7-3 to surface Next I am concerned about the idea of "Direct Pumping 7-3 to surface" this is very unacceptable unless some intern beneficial use and then into storage.

Doing this could effect water wells in the same zone of influence.  That impact is another not addressed concern; dense residences an area north of and east of Long lake dam, the Ponderosa area has problems with that with well
located on five acre parcels that battle each other for water now. That area is another well drained area
not mapped correctly or color coded.

Direct pumping of groundwater to surface water is a rarely-used strategy to provide streamflow where it 
has clearly been demonstrated that streamflow is needed, and the groundwater pumping will not impair 
existing groundwater rights.

Barbara Rodgers General Comment Next water storage potential there are several large areas including several upper sub basins  where water could be held longer, a better option than pumping is slowing runoff.   Example the top of what is squaw canyon where
one of the fire were and tree growth will be slow and some natural topography could be beneficial to storage as would income from what is otherwise only a burden for weed control and fence repair. (Head of Mill Canyon) Mill 
Canyon fire. So there is storage potential in the areas where sparsely populated by people or trees.
Scientist have hypothesis and today we have data and computer modeling; but statistical evidence supports that all models are wrong; and all are more imperfect than desired; and new methods to view data; variables in the 
science and in this situation do not seem to be emphasizing drought cycles create the opposite of dilution; and we have had droughts.  This area has deep in the ground things that effect water quality and uranium is not the only 
earth element we have to consider out here.

Recommendation WS-3 supports water storage projects developed by individuals or groups such as those 
suggested in the comment.

Barbara Rodgers General Comment City discharges need a bigger focus.  (A type of behavior like circling disease of fish in the Midwest turns out to have a link to waste water discharge and prescription medicines; sounds crazy but it is the world we live in.)  In 
stream flows and models and trying to manipulate nature and could make changes that are not what is hoped for.  Saving and slowing what we have is wise and remember the old saying use it or lose it.

Wastewater discharges from the City of Spokane are regulated through the City's NPDES discharge permit.
Pharmaceutical drugs have become a much larger emphasis of that permit program.

Barbara Rodgers General Comment If you try to save water the well often produces less and water goes to the draw.
I do not think any of us in this part of the state will be real happy being the "recharge area" for the Tri-Cities and Columbia River Agri-biz to the south so where is the plan included appropriate use of these fine water resources.
DEEP wells say 2000 feet hit water under most of this basalt anywhere you drill; so lets plan to use it not lose it and look to replacing what we use with storage models.

Acknowledged

Barbara Rodgers Map Figure 2-12 I found a serious error in the coding by color of Group C Moderate-Poorly drained soils in map figure 2-12.
I do not know where you got this information; but I hope the rest is not so flawed.
Please correct the map area to west of 231; south of Spokane River and otherwise indicated in as Group C is not as described. The opposite is true it is well drained to much so, most of the time as very high ground.  It has good 
water holding into late spring early summer as some clay layers in areas;but that is six to sixty feet down from the surface which drains into the clay areas.  Is that what you look at the layers where clay is at?  Then there are som
very large areas of gravel; in fact we have several gravel pits in this area that are as I say well drained.
More well drained than as indicated by your map.

The soils information for this map came from the USDA SSURGO soils inventory.  It may be that the 
resolution of that data is not high enough to pick up some of the details that you describe.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

General Comment-Implementation Because the planning unit has had very little discussion on the “Implementation”; this needs to be kept very general. We are not sure what the modification of the MOA will accomplish. The Tribe appreciates the work that the 
Lead Agency, Spokane County has done in carrying forward this plan.  The plan, because of its many jurisdictions and entities does not produce a plan that sends one voice.  How equitable implementation occurs will be a 
difficult task in Phase IV.

Recommendations IMP-1 - IMP-3 provide for the Planning Unit to determine and implement its structure 
for implementation of the Plan recommendations.  Preliminary discussions at the Planning Unit in the fall 
of 2008 focused on topic/geographic-based subgroups implementation coordinated through a central 
organization to ensure a fair and equitable distribution of resources.  Working through these decisions will 
be a major focus for the first year of Phase 4.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 10-2 When did the “planning unit” identify the data gaps; because there are many more that I thought were brought up in the issues phase that are not listed here. Things such as:  How would flow affect DO levels in the Spokane Arm 
of Lake Roosevelt?  What is responsible of the anoxic conditions in the lower Spokane Arm of Lake Roosevelt?  Do the tributaries below Long Lake make a significant contribution of nutrients to the Lake? 

The identified data gaps were identified by the Water Quality Work Group as those to list in the plan.  We 
have now added the additional three listed in the comment.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 10-3; Elevated PCB Levels I think there are some very obvious data gaps with respect to the elevated PCB levels-we listed them for DO, why not here? Partly because the PCB TMDL is in a much earlier development state, the water qualtiy work group did not
choose to focus much effort on it.  If you provide data gap items that you would like to see listed in the 
Plan, we can discuss these at the Planning Unit meeting on 3/25/09.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 10-5; Nonpoint Source Pollution, 2nd paragraph I still am wondering what the difference is between this and the “WQ-1 recommendation”. The study referenced in this paragraph is the Spokane County Nonpoint Source Phosphorus Assessment, 
Phase 1.  The goals for the study are to identify and quantify nonpoint source contribution, identify BMPs 
to mitigate impacts, evaluate cost-effectiveness of BMPs, and develop an implementation plan for 
reduction of these NPS's.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 10-6 Are the City and Counties stormwater plans addressing PCB loading to the River? Yes, but there is no special focus on PCB load reduction.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 1-1; Study Area Overview Chamokane and Little Chamokane [a]re the only major tribs that still have year round surface flow to the Spokane River Clarified that this is tributaries within WRIA 54, since Latah and Little Spokane are separate WRIAs.  Did 
not add word "still".

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 1-11 Include Stevens County shorelines, critical areas ordinance etc. Requested edit completed

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 2-11, Table 2-5 I would remove sturgeon from Little Falls Pool and add mountain whitefish, RBT, BRT rearing and spawning ; also add Total dissolved gas as a major problem. Also add flow limited to Little Chamokane. Requested edits complete

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 3-4; Elevated PCB Levels bullet Stormwater discharge from the City of Spokane (take out “may”) periodically delivers This wording was specifically requested by the City of Spokane.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 3-9; Multipurpose Water Storage Study Did we only look at west plains?  Were there no specifics on Chamokane basin that also has a water shortage problem?  It looks like Chamokane was specifically identified in Chap 7 but not here. Text revised to reflect additional emphasis on Chamokane Creek.

Brian Crossley, Spokane Tribe 
Department of Natural Resources

Page 4-2 Tribe’s water right 25K acre feet- remind me to check this number. Noted

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. After Page 2-2 Complete the County boundaries on map. Requested edit completed
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. After Page 6-2, Figure In last line, delete “and water system improvements that are needed.” It is too vague. Requested edit completed
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. After Page 6-5, Figure Add information to Figure, and delete “Long Lake W.D. P.U.D.” This is also Stevens County P.U.D. No. 1’s water system service area. Requested edit completed
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. General Comment An Executive Summary should be added at the front and it should include information on pages 13-4 on obligations, recommendations, etc. Requested edit completed
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. General Comment Bullets and dashes should be replaced by numbers or letters to allow for easier reference to specific items. Format modified to address request
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. General Comment Throughout the Recommendation sections, under each recommendation are items that have dashes prior to text. Are these actual sub-sets of the recommendations, or just suggestions? If they are part of the 

actual recommendations, they should be marked as such, i.e., WFN-4 (a), (b), etc.. If they are not approved by the Planning Unit as a whole, and are simply suggestions by a Committee, then these items 
should be taken out of the recommendation section and moved to a specific appendix or a section stating those items are only suggestions and are not approved by the Planning Unit as a whole.

Format modified to address request

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. General Comment The 2 yellow highlighted areas should be revisited by the Planning Unit when the information is available (Pages 6-7 and 9-1). Item on page 6-7 discussedand resolved at the 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting.  The Appendix referred to 
on page 9-1 has been added.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 11-6, Recommendation TI-6 Change to recommend increased funding for Conservation Districts for this purpose. Added "Conservation Districts"
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 12-4, Recommendation EDU-4 Change to recommend additional funding go to Conservation Districts for this purpose. Requested edit completed.
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 2-2, 3rd paragraph from top of page In 2nd sentence, change “allow” to “provide for”, and change “by approximately 2,000 percent” to “significantly in these suburban areas.” Requested edits complete.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 2-3, 1st paragraph from top of page In first sentence, change “allows” to “provides”. Requested edit complete.
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 2-3, 1st paragraph from top of page Reword 2nd and 3rd sentences to something like: “Although very unlikely to occur, current zoning would allow nearly 80% of the land currently zoned forested and open space. . .” Requested edit complete

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 2-3, Figure 2-3 Add word “zoning” after “current land use”. This is based on USGS inventory of land use, not zoning.

COMMENTS ON PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT WRIA 54 WATERSHED PLAN
Compiled from individual comments received on Public Review Draft Watershed Plan
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 2-5, Table 2-3 Check figures in table. Some are not calculated correctly. Also, total square miles doesn’t agree with amounts shown in other sections. This came up in an the first draft and was examined - the numbers should not add up as there would be 

double coverage in some cases (i.e. Fairchild Air Force Base is within Spokane County).  Added 
explanatory footnote.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 3-2, 3rd paragraph from top of page Add sentence: “However, the current legal challenge to the 2003 Municipal Water Law may negatively affect these inchoate water rights. Also, not all municipal purveyors have inchoate water rights to 
accommodate growth.”

Requested edit accepted.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 4-4, “Relinquishment Rule” Section Request that this matter be discussed again by the Planning Unit to try to reach agreement. Discussed at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting.  The following recommendation was added 
"Recommendation WRA-7: Planning Unit will review, discuss, and recommend improvements to the 
relinquishment law."

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 4-4, 3rd paragraph from top of page In first sentence, change “rule” to “law”. Also, the last 2 sentences should be reconsidered by the Planning Unit to attempt to reach agreement on this issue. Discussed at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting.  The following recommendation was added 
"Recommendation WRA-7: Planning Unit will review, discuss, and recommend improvements to the 
relinquishment law." Requested edit to "law" complete.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 5-3, 1st bullet Add P.U.D. to also participate in RWCC. Requested edit completed
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 5-4, 1st bullet Between “Support” and “County”, add: “continued funding for” Requested edit complete
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 5-4, 2nd bullet, 1st dash Add: “Where cost effective,” to beginning of sentence. Requested edit complete
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-2, 1st paragraph from top of page Add:  “incentive programs for” between “Encourage” and “reclaimed”. Resolved
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-4, 1st paragraph from top of page Add information to map. Added
Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-5, 2nd paragraph from top of page

and

Page 3-1, "Water Uses" Section

Add the following:  “In the Colville River Watershed (WRIA 59) net exempt well water consumptive usage is estimated at 308 gpd when averaged over the entire year. This number was calculated starting with actual usage from 
4 rural water systems, increasing these numbers for larger lots, and then reducing usage by 50% for groundwater recharge through the onsite drainfields. If this amount of 308 gpd is used in WRIA 54, the total exempt well water 
usage would be only 1,242 instead of 5,792-acre-feet per year, and is only 2% of the total WRIA 54 consumptive water use instead of 11%.”

I apologize for not discovering this earlier, but it should be discussed now.

please see revised text.  Section 3 not revised as this section is a summary of a technical study which did 
not utilize this information provided by the commenter. 

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-7, 1st paragraph from top of page In 2nd line, change “may be the only” to “are the only”. There are other possibilities such as rainwater harvesting.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-8, 3rd dash In 3rd line, delete “provided that the zoning is consistent with water available.”  In most areas, there is insufficient information to make this determination. This is a worthy and important goal, but is currently 
not a reality in many areas.

This statement was requested by another Planning Unit member.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-8, 4th bullet Reword to: “In subbasins where groundwater resources are proven strained, encourage the development and implementation of project specific mitigation measures to offset impacts from new permit-exempt 
wells.”

Need clarification.  This seems to conflict with your next comment.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-8, 4th dash In 2nd line, change “are otherwise closed” to “in the future may otherwise be”. Requested edit accepted.

Dick Price, Stevens P.U.D. Page 6-8, 5th and 6th bullet Move from suggestions to recommendations. The Planning Unit discussed and agreed upon these as suggestions in the Fall of 2008.
Hank Nelson, Avista Page 10-2. Delete the following sentence under Recommendations, The TMDL Oversight Committee (the Collaboration) will be the primary entity implementing the TMDL. Requested edit completed
Hank Nelson, Avista Page 10-2. For Recommendation WQ-1.  Make clear that the QAPP has already been developed  and the recommendation is to proceed with the study using this QAPP. Requested edit completed
Hank Nelson, Avista Page 1-10, Table 1-2 Please change the name of the Program to FERC Hydroelectric License.  Please also drop the word renewal from the Description. Requested edit completed
Hank Nelson, Avista Page 2-8, last paragraph on this page. The text should read:  There are seven hydro electric dams on the Spokane River.  Three of these dams are within WRIA 54.  They are Nine Mile Dam, Long Lake Dam, and Little Falls Dam.  They were 

constructed in 1908, 1915, and 1910, respectively.  Grand Coulee Dam is located on the Columbia River and creates the Spokane Arm of Lake Roosevelt.
Edit accepted.

Hank Nelson, Avista Table 13-1, item TI-5. Avista did not support this idea during work group discussions.  Avista should be deleted as a sponsoring entity. Edit accepted.
Hank Nelson, Avista Table 2-5, Fisheries in WRIA 54, page 2-11. General comment on this table: It is not appropriate to base a watershed characteristic on assumed or speculative information.  Therefore, critical species or life stages based on assumptions should be 

deleted.  Additionally, many of the critical species listed including rainbow trout, brown trout, Chinook salmon, kokanee salmon, brook trout, and eastern brook trout are non-native species introduced into 
the reach area and should be clearly identified as non-native.  Other species that are important and are being currently managed are smallmouth and largemouth bass, perch, and crappie should be included in 
the table.

Table revised to satisfaction of commenter.

Hank Nelson, Avista Table 2-5, Fisheries in WRIA 54, page 2-11. Spokane River Main Stem-Latah Creek to mouth of Deep Creek A portion of this reach of the Spokane River is the Nine Mile Reservoir.  The WDFW has encouraged Avista to stock hatchery rainbow trout 
into the Nine Mile Reservoir to enhance angling opportunity.  The new FERC license for the Spokane River is expected to increase the number of hatchery rainbow trout stocked into the Nine Mile Reservoir 
(FERC 2007).  Therefore the comments portion of the table should read:  Pure redband rainbow trout strains exist in the free-flowing reach.  Supports all life stages of rainbow trout and mountain whitefish 
along the free-flowing reach.

Edit accepted.

Hank Nelson, Avista Table 2-5, Fisheries in WRIA 54, page 2-11. Spokane River Main Stem-Below Nine Mile Falls It is not appropriate to base a watershed characteristic on assumed and speculative information.  This entire section could be removed as an independent 
section in the table, since it is included in the following section.

Table revised to satisfaction of commenter.

Hank Nelson, Avista Table 2-5, Fisheries in WRIA 54, page 2-11. Spokane River Main Stem-Below Nine Mile Falls Spokane (Long Lake): Ecology designates this reach as a Lake.  This section of the table should be re-named “Lake Spokane.”
The WDFW also manages Lake Spokane as a mixed species fishery and therefore the critical species should include largemouth and smallmouth bass, crappie and perch.  Wild rainbow trout are not known to 
inhabit this reach.  Hatchery raised rainbow trout have been stocked into Lake Spokane for years and are expected to be supplemented into Lake Spokane in large numbers in the future (FERC 2007).
Therefore, rainbow trout should be clearly identified as non-native.
Avista disagrees with the comments in this section.  Lake Spokane is not a short reach and Avista is not aware of any biological evidence that TDG problems exist in the Lake.

Table revised to satisfaction of commenter.

Hank Nelson, Avista Table 2-5, Fisheries in WRIA 54, page 2-11. Spokane Main Stem-Little Falls Pool
Avista is not aware of information that sturgeon exist in this reach and therefore should not be identified as a critical species.  Chinook salmon have been found in the Little Falls Reservoir but are known to 
have originated from the IDFG introductions in Coeur d’Alene Lake upstream.  If identified as a critical species, then Chinook salmon should clearly be labeled as an introduced species.  The assumed 
information should be deleted.
Total dissolved gas problems should be added as a comment in the table.

Table revised to satisfaction of commenter.

Hank Nelson, Avista Table 2-5, Fisheries in WRIA 54, page 2-11. Spokane River Main Stem-Below Little Falls (Spokane Arm of Lake Roosevelt)
This reach should be re-named to Spokane River Main Stem-Spokane Arm of Lake Roosevelt.  The assumed information should be deleted.  Kokanee, Chinook, Brown trout, and rainbow trout are introduced species and should 
be identified as such.

Table revised to satisfaction of commenter.

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Page 12-3 Consideration of Options. DOH would value the opportunity to meet with city and county planning departments, councils, and commissions on an annual basis.  DOH is currently evaluating how the water 
system plan review process is working and when this evaluation is completed it may be possible that time and resources would be available to provide annual educational opportunities. However, resources 
for annual education are not available at this time.

Noted

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Page 1-4 Table 1-1 lists municipal governments and municipal water suppliers; does Indian Village Estates fit into one of these categories? Indian Village Estates Water Association is a Group A Water Purveyor

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Page 3-2 Table 3-1 lists Outflows, Net Demand as 25,970 acre-feet.  How does this correspond with the estimated water use on page 3-1. The value in Table 3-1 is estimated (calculated) net demand based on population and land uses. The value
on Page 3-1 is "gross" water use - in the case of public water systems - the water that is delivered to
customers.

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Page 6-7 Recommendation WFN-4.  The Department of Health is currently evaluating the regulation programs for small water systems including the Group B program.  It has not been determined how resources will 
be allocated for small water systems in the future.  Please remove reference to changes to the Group B program until the DOH study is complete.

Resolved at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Page 8-5 Recommendation LU-2. DOH currently sends draft water system plans to Ecology for consistency review by the watershed lead. At this time DOH does not require water systems to send copies of water 
system plans directly to watershed planning units and this request is not likely to be made in the near future.

Noted

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Table 13-1 WUE-1 Coordinate water use efficiency and conservation measures in WRIA 54 through the existing RWCC and Spokane County CWSP.  This table lists DOH as a lead entity but the text for this 
recommendation on page 5-3 does not mention DOH.  Please change this DOH reference to a supporting entity in principle.

Edit accepted.

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Table 13-1 WFN-5 Establish a program to collect data and evaluate where permit-exempt wells are a concern.  This table lists DOH as a supporting entity with funds but the text for this recommendation on page 6-
8 does not mention DOH.  Please remove this DOH reference in Table 13-1.

Edit accepted.
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Table 13-1 LU-2 Water system plans and other local land use plans should be consistent. This table lists DOH as a lead entity. Please change this DOH reference to a supporting entity in principle. Edit accepted.

Heather Cannon, Division of 
Environmental Health

Table 13-1 LU-4 The state should provide technical support and funding to counties and cities to identify areas of strained water resources.This table lists DOH as a lead entity. Please change this DOH reference 
to a supporting entity in principle.

Edit accepted.

Jim DeGraffenreid, Lincoln County 
Land Services

page 6-7, first paragraph, last sentence it should read.."Lincoln County, a primarily rural county, relies on permit exempt wells for single family homes and to support small (4 lots or less) development proposals. The County strongly encourages the use of engineered 
Group B water systems for these small development proposals”.

Requested edit completed.

John Gross, Spokane Instream Flow section I am commenting specifically on the Instream Flow section of the draft plan.  I realize that a certain amount of work has gone into collaboration and developing a scientifically defensible instream flow strategy. However, given 
that one of the goals of an instream flow is to support fish and wildlife and their habitats, the lack of progress is disappointing.  I realize that this comment may have little bearing on future development of this plan.  Given the 
precipitous decline in native fish populations in the Spokane, I look forward to a plan, and state instream flow recommendation, that account for the needs of native fish and integrate flows with other habitat requirements.

It is true that a separate Instream Flow Work Group convened and worked for nearly a year to develop 
instream flow recommendations for the entire mainstem Spokane River in Washington State.  This work 
group made a decision to discontinue its effort for the time being, however the WRIA 54 Plan does include 
a statement of support for continuation of a community-based effort to develop instream flow 
recommendations at a time when Ecology intends to initiate rule-making.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Replace front cover picture with one that better represents the beauty of Lake Spokane or all around scenic picture of the watershed, instead of the extreme draw-down picture at the end of the watershed, which depicts the 
watershed at its extreme worst.

Cover revised.   Photo not intended to be negative, but rather to show a very dynamic and dramatic portion 
of the watershed that few people in the Spokane urban area see very often.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Add a Glossary of Terms Requested edit completed

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Add a List of Acronyms and Abbreviations (used within the Plan) Requested edit completed

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Add an Executive Summary, which summarizes the Goals, Objectives, and
recommended Actions/Strategies of the Watershed Plan.

Requested edit completed

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Replace bullets and dashes with numbers or letters throughout Plan, for easier tracking and discussion purposes to help with reviewing and implementing plan. (Bullets are very difficult to use ... viewer constantly has to count 
down or up to find exact bullet being discussed.)

Format modified to address request

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Clarification is needed for all Recommendations in the Plan. It's unclear whether
dashes following Recommendations are the actual recommendations, sub-sets of the
recommendations, or just suggestions? If they are part of the actual recommendations, they should be marked as such, i.e., WFN-4 (a), (b), etc. Ifthey are not approved by the planning unit as a whole, and are simply suggestions 
by part ofthe unit (which is our understanding), then these items should be taken out oftherecommendation section and moved to a specific appendix or section stating those items are only suggestions and not approved by the 
Planning Unit as a whole (i.e., with text stating suggestions/topics discussed that the group wasn't in agreement on, but could re-address during implementation. )

Format modified to address request

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment General Observation/Caution: Since most everything is a recommendation, these items do not carry the weight of an obligation. Still, a recommendation, once it is recorded in a plan, can stimulate some parties to claim that it 
should be implemented as if it were an obligation.

Noted

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment Clarify Obligations & Recommendations in Implementation Tables: Request that each
item in table start with words 'OBLIGATION' or 'RECOMMENDATION:' to help
reader immediately see up front which it is, including those items with are 'in support
of.

Requested edit completed

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

General Comment All yellow highlighted areas and areas left blank 'to be completed/filled in needs to be
addressed throughout the Plan PRIOR to finalization of the Plan, and re-reviewed and approved by the planning unit.

Item on page 6-7 resolved at 3-25-09 Planning Unit meeting.  The Appendix referred to on page 9-1 has 
been added.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 10-2, Statement of Support WQ-2 Change 'Statement of Support' title to be 'Recommendation'. This is a good statement and would help with future monitoring efforts in Chamokane Creek and in the Suncrest area. The Planning Unit discussed whether this would be a recommendation or statement of support.  Every 
recommendation needs an identified lead/sponsoring entity to actively pursue implementation.  If a lead 
was identified for this item, the Planning Unit may support changing it to a recommendation.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 10-5, Statement of Support WQ-5 (a) Change 'Statement of Support' to 'Recommendation'.
(b) In line one, after 'Planning Unit' add wording 'recommends continued actions
that ... ' It's important to keep this recommendation before the Planning Unit, especially if there are more watershed grant opportunities.

The Planning Unit discussed whether this would be a recommendation or statement of support.  Every 
recommendation needs an identified lead/sponsoring entity to actively pursue implementation.  If a lead 
was identified for this item, the Planning Unit may support changing it to a recommendation.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 1-1, Study Area Overview, second paragraph, line 
6

needs rewording or additional text to qualify statement 'but Chamokaneand Little Chamokane Creeks are the only major tributaries that have a year-round flow ... ' Are these two the only two fully contained within the WRIA?
Compare this text with the list of tributaries on page 2-9, to make sure the list/text is
consistent.

Clarified that this is tributaries within WRIA 54, since Latah and Little Spokane are separate WRIAs.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 11-6, Recommendation TI-6 (a) In line two, after 'natural resources staff, add wording 'to carry forth the WRIA work beyond the Phase 4 grant funding.' In the beginning of the second sentence, delete 'Additional staff and replace with wording 'Funding
support' is needed. The Stevens County Conservation District and Spokane Tribe Natural Resources Department can provide the support "needed to implement water resources management projects and programs, and to conduct 
and supervise technical studies needed for water management". Instead of hiring new personnel, Stevens County can be a partner in seeking grant dollars for the District and the Tribe. The personnel are here, funding can be the 
biggest constraint to conducting projects.

Requested edit completed.  See revised wording, which retains "additional staff", but adds "and/or funding 
support".  Some local governments also need staff.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 1-2, Watershed Planning Overview, second 
sentence

Second sentence, reword to capture the importance stated in the law that does note the importance of the cooperative process, but also just as importantly states: 'to provide local citizens with the maximum possible input 
concerning their goals and objectives for water resource management and development.' (per pp. 1 in RCW 90.82.005)

Requested edit completed.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 12-4, Recommendation EDU-2 Line 1, after the word 'Conduct' delete the remainder of the sentence, and replace with wording 'water resource education needs assessment in WRIA 54.' Requested edit completed.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 12-4, Recommendation EDU-4 At the end of the sentence, change the word 'staff' to 'efforts within the WRIA.' Requested edit completed.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 12-4, Water Quality (Considerations of Options) First Bullet - Water Quality: Volunteer monitoring programs are good educational tools, but the quality assurance / quality control aspects may bring the data into question. Ecology is to provide the education, training, and 
quality assurance for volunteer monitoring programs. If local entities are to have volunteer programs, the local entities should design them and administer them (not Ecology.)

Concern is noted.  There are many good  tools available which should be used to guide the role and data 
collection activities of volunteer monitors or "citizen scientists".

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 13-1, Recommendations (in box) First bullet, recommend changing Memorandum of Agreement that guides Planning
Unit's activities to be revised to include all of Phase 4 and beyond (not just two years of Phase 4.) Do not limit it so the document has to be revisited again within two years, but only as needed.

Requested edit completed.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 13-2, Role of Planning Unit in Implementation Request that Planning Unit read and consider the 3/10/09 Stevens County comment
letter to Spokane County Commissioner Mark Richard included with this set of
comments as it related to Section 13 - Implementation. The following items noted in
the letter need further discussion by the Planning Unit as the group works toward Phase 4 Implementation:
(a) Funding considerations for jurisdictions where projects will be implemented.
(b) Equitable considerations for implementing projects and funding, with respect to the natural differences between the tribe, rural and urban counties, and others.
(c) Management by local iurisdictions through interlocal agreements for portions of the implementation work within the rural counties and tribal lands.
(d) Increased Citizen Participation - work to increase public participation and
coordinate projects more closely with local jurisdictions, to increase public
involvement.

Discussed at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting.  Suggested revisions to Chapter 13 from commenter accepted.
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 1-7, Mission Statement and Goals (a) In paragraph just following the mission statement, second sentence: The sentence
'The following goals for WRIA 54 were identified by individual work groups:'
Question: Were those goals put into any type of priority order of importance and then
approved and supported by the Planning Unit? If so, please change current text to show the goals were developed and approved by the Planning Unit (not by individual work groups,) to show stronger emphasis and importance to
the Plan's goals, and then state these priority goals within the Executive Summary.
(b) Recommend the list of goals line up with the same order stated on pg. 1-6, bottom paragraph.
(c) Also, there seems to be a missing link of 'objectives' to be reached, between the
goals and then recommendations and/or obligations mentioned later in the Plan.

Goals were not prioritized.  As with other areas of the Plan, the term "work group" will be replaced with 
"Planning Unit".  Work group topic list re-ordered to match goal categories.  Objectives discussed 3/25/09 
Planning Unit meeting.  It was decided to not add objectives.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-1, Watershed Overview (a) In paragraph 1, line 2, after' Airway Heights', add 'Fairchild', and change 'Tribe' to 'Reservation.'
(b) Second paragraph, last line, delete last sentence, and replace with 'In the northern
part of the watershed, agricultural lands are predominate in the valleys, with evergreens trees, shrubs, and grasslands in the upland areas.

Requested edits completed. 

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-2, Future Land Uses Request rewording the following:
(a) 'land uses to grow', as land uses don't grow.
(b) In line two, add text to quantify how the '2,000 percent' statement was estimated and verify percentage. The statement seems very extreme, and may be better presented by stating a median average instead of unlikely 
extremes.

Reworded: Figure 2-4 summarizes future land use for WRIA 54 as allowed by current zoning. The zoning
would provide for low-intensity residential land uses to grow significantly in these suburban areas,
primarily in the southeastern portion of the watershed around the City of Spokane and Airway Heights and
to continue along the Spokane River, Lake Spokane (Long Lake), Coulee Creek, and Deep Creek.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-2, Table 2-1 For Camas Valley & Ford listing, add the following text after each (Chamokane), to
that readers can identify these sub-basins are within the larger Chamokane basin.

Requested edit completed.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-3, Future Land Uses In the first paragraph, line 4, text says 'it would result in a nearly 80 percent decline ... ' Please verify statement. Even though the following sentence states the 80 percent of changes are not likely and not expected, wouldn't it 
make more sense to provide the median range on all percents, noting the percent less or more that could take place under moderate or extreme build out? Several places within the plan, such as in the pg. 2-2 (1) above, tend to 
lean toward stating the most extreme scenarios, which seems to reduce the effectiveness of a commonsense watershed plan. After quantifying statement, consider switching order oflast two sentences in paragraph, for 
clarification and better reading.

See revised wording:  Stevens County zoning allows provides for additional low-density residential growth 
near Springdale in the northern portion of the watershed. Land zoned for agriculture would accommodate 
an estimated 90 percent increase, predominantly in the Camas Valley, Ford, and Long Lake North 
subbasins. Although very unlikely to occur, current zoning would allow If these areas were developed to 
the full extent that the zoning allows, it would result in a nearly 80 percent decline in forested and open 
land areas. These possible future scenarios are based entirely on the land use zoning, which indicates 
allowed uses, not necessarily changes that are likely or expected

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-3, Table 2-3 Recheck figures and percentages, as they do not total up. Also consider adding a final
line showing totals, and an additional column showing square miles ofWRIA 54 within each jurisdiction.

This came up in an the first draft and was examined - the numbers should not add up as there would be 
double coverage in some cases (i.e. Fairchild Air Force Base is within Spokane County).  Added 
explanatory footnote.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-5, Geology/Hydrogeology At the end of the sentence in seventh line down, after' ... surface water resources'
change the period to a comma and add 'where there is hydraulic continuity.'

Edit accepted.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-5, Population Last line states Stevens County 'increasing the most at 55 percent.' We would like to
know at what location and how this percentage was quantified, (inc!. the assumed
percentage of build-out.)

These are based on the latest OFM projections and 2000 census data apportioned between the three 
counties.  Added actual population numbers.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-6 First paragraph, line three, after the word 'primary' add 'known', to read 'primary
known aquifers.'

Requested edit accepted.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-6, Columbia River Basalt Group First bulleted paragraph, line one, is '6 percent of total' correct? It looks like it should
be the 80% noted in second bullet paragraph, which states in line one '85 - 88 percent'. Were the percentages accidently switched?

No, they are correct as written.  Add clarifying language.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 2-6, Spokane River For Figure 2-9, please state where gauge location/data collection was taken. Added location of gauge which is at Long Lake Dam

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 3-1, Water Use Third bullet, Permit exempt wells: For the Stevens County portion of the exempt well
estimate, please use the Stevens County current use estimates, per requested change for Page 6-5, Permit Exempt Wells. This would provide an actual use estimate instead of high-end estimates. All correlating percentages and 
totals would need to be revised, including the Page 3-2 (4% estimate net demand would need corrected).

Added Stevens County estimate to Chapter 6, but not to Chapter 3 which is a summary of a report where 
this estimate was not yet available.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 4-4, Relinquishment Rule (a) Change title to say 'Relinquishment Law'.
(b) Request that Relinquishment be re-discussed by group before Plan is finalized, as
the group may come to consensus in supporting the I5-yr. look back.

Discussed at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting.  The following recommendation was added 
"Recommendation WRA-7: Planning Unit will review, discuss, and recommend improvements to the 
relinquishment law." Requested edit to "law" complete.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 5-3, Recommendation WUE-1 Stevens County should be represented on the Regional Water Conservation
Collaboration. Stevens PUD should also be a part of this group. It is important to bring the county's perspective to any regional issues. Add Stevens PUD to second dash, after Stevens County. Third dash, first line, Stevens 
County cannot support this recommendation unless the word 'ordinance' is changed to 'educational outreach incentives'.

Stevens PUD added.  Added "and/or educational outreach" after ordinance.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 5-3, Recommendation WUE-2 Fourth dash down, make specific to Spokane County, or reword recommendation, as
this recommendation is not applicable to Stevens County. Fifth bullet down, make specific to Spokane County, or reword recommendation, as this recommendation is not applicable to Stevens County.

These are just suggested items that are not binding to any participants, but were requested to include by 
some to capture ideas discussed for implementation.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 5-4, Statement of Support WUE-6 Are Statements of Support actual 'Objectives', and the dashes 'Recommendations?' If
so, you may want to reword them for clarification. For both WUE-6 & WUE-7, add the following to the start of each sentence: 'Where cost effective and appropriate'.

See revised formatting that specifies "recommendation, obligation, or suggestion".  Wording "where cost 
effective and appropriate" added.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 5-4, Statement of Support WUE-7 Same comment as in WUE-6. Reason: Reclaimed water is a great concept, but the cost of developing the system and then getting the water to crops and landscapes for
irrigation can be prohibitive. In pg. 5-4 (1) comment on WUE-7, request add wording after 'Encourage' to say 'Encourage incentive programs for' .... Since reclamation water is costly to design and implement, incentive programs
and grants would greatly help direct implementation, especially during fiscally challenging times. Also delete the wording 'growth for crops' and replace with 'existing and new agriculture'.

See revised text.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 6-5, Permit Exempt Wells In paragraph two, line 3, it estimates 3,600 current exempt wells, utilizing
approximately 5,792 acre-feet water per year. In WRIA 59, an average annual wateruse estimate was developed for exempt wells (including DOH's return flow estimates) by assessing 'actual' water use records from four 
independent rural water systems. The daily annual average water use estimated is 308 gpd. By using 308 gpd (X) 3,600 current exempt wells in WRIA 54, the total water usage would be 1,242 instead of 5,792 ac-ft per year, 
which is only 2% of the total consumptive use instead of the stated 11%. This correction will show more accurate water use calculations, and correct the high overestimation. Stevens County can not support the current water use 
statements for exempt wells as calculated both here and on pages 3-1 and 3-2.

please see revised text.  Section 3 not revised as this section is a summary of a technical study which did 
not utilize this information provided by the commenter. 

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 6-7, Recommendation WFN-3 Line one, change 'Work Group' to 'Watershed Council'. (FYI to Planning Unit: It
appears as if the Stevens County Conservation District's grant application for the
Chamokane Creek Watershed Implementation Project will be funded by Ecology. The project will start in January 2010. The District's desire for the Chamokane Creek
Watershed Council is to have Stevens County and WRIA 54 Planning Unit representatives in addition to the watershed residents and the Spokane Tribe. With this, request change in wording to second sentence to state 
'Watershed Council' and include 'Stevens County, WRIA 54 Planning Unit, to the sentence.

Requested edits accepted.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 6-8, Recommendation WFN-4 Third dash on page, in sentence beginning with 'Water Purveyors ... ' put period after
'strained.' and delete the remainder of the sentence, as it is NOT applicable in Stevens County.

This statement was requested by another Planning Unit member.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 6-8, Recommendation WFN-4 Forth dash on page: In line one, add a comma after sub basin, and after 'study areas that' add the words 'in the future may'. At the end of the sentence, change the colon to a period. See revised text.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 6-8, Recommendation WFN-4 Last two dashes under WFN-4: Request that these suggestions be made specific stand alone recommendations (not just suggestions underneath a recommendation.) The Planning Unit discussed and agreed upon these as suggestions in the Fall of 2008.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 7-1, Columbia River Water Management Program (a) In line four, after the wording 'development of add 'new'.
(b) In next to last sentence of paragraph, add a period after 'instream flows' and delete the remainder of the sentence. Then add an additional sentence stating 2/3 of the new water can be used for allocation', to provide a better 
picture (not partial) of program.

Requested edit accepted.
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 7-1, Recommendations (in box) In the little box outlining recommendations, it states "Promote and support for storage
projects initiated by individual entities, especially in the Chamokane Creek subwatershed". On Page 7-4, Recommendation WS-3 is much more generic and does not mention Chamokane Creek subwatershed specifically. The 
wording in either or both should be clarified and/or made consistent. Support for project in Chamokane Creek would be great. Storage projects could alleviate the problem of high flows during the snowmelt runoff period and 
add water in the summer to augment low flows.

Recommendation in body of text edited to be consistent with text in box.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners

Page 8-8, Statement of Support L U-14 (a) Delete the wording 'sustainable' in both the bullet paragraph, and in the second dash where the sentences say' sustainable agriculture.' Stevens County does not support as written.
(b) This is a good statement. Discouraging transferring agricultural water rights to
support development and recreation (one right was transferred from an orchard to a golf course) and protecting these rights are very important to Stevens County.

Edits accepted except in second dash which was requested by other Planning Unit members.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners 
(letter to Commissioner Richard)

General Comment Funding: Stevens County and the Spokane Reservation make up a large portion
of the watershed. During the next phase, proportionate grant funding and/or
other options should be considered to more adequately address the needs of
these two jurisdictions. One consideration that worked well with the WRIA 59
Project was to utilize local expertise whenever possible for project
coordination, instead of using professional services. The cost savings of using
local professionals, which averaged 1/3 less than consulting services, was then
applied to additional projects that would have otherwise not had funding for.

Recommendations IMP1 - IMP3 provide for the Planning Unit to determine and implement its structure for
implementation of the Plan recommendations.  Preliminary discussions at the Planning Unit in the fall of 
2008 focused on topic/geographic-based subgroups implementation coordinated through a central 
organization to ensure a fair and equitable distribution of resources.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners 
(letter to Commissioner Richard)

General Comment Implementation: If we are to be successful in moving the watershed plan into
the implementation phase, we must find a way to provide equity with funding
and projects that will respect the natural differences between the tribe, our rural
and urban counties, as well as others.

Recommendations IMP1 - IMP3 provide for the Planning Unit to determine and implement its structure for
implementation of the Plan recommendations.  Preliminary discussions at the Planning Unit in the fall of 
2008 focused on topic/geographic-based subgroups implementation coordinated through a central 
organization to ensure a fair and equitable distribution of resources.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners 
(letter to Commissioner Richard)

General Comment Leadership/Administrative Oversight: We feel it is important for Phase 4, the
implementation phase be managed by local jurisdictions accordingly. In the
case of Stevens County, we would recommend developing an interlocal
agreement with the Stevens County Conservation District for the portion of the
Phase 4 grants to help administer project coordination within Stevens County.

Recommendations IMP1 - IMP3 provide for the Planning Unit to determine and implement its structure for
implementation of the Plan recommendations.  Preliminary discussions at the Planning Unit in the fall of 
2008 focused on topic/geographic-based subgroups implementation coordinated through a central 
organization to ensure a fair and equitable distribution of resources.

Larry Guenther, Stevens County 
Board of County Commissioners 
(letter to Commissioner Richard)

General Comment Citizen Participation: The effort to involve citizens in the planning process has
been noteworthy. However, it has come to our attention that several of those of
those who have participated in the project have felt that their input has had very
little significance, thus they have exited the process. Perhaps public
participation by those who live throughout the watershed can be enhanced
throughout the implementation phase by coordinating projects more closely
with local jurisdictions as mentioned above.

Noted.  If implementation projects are coordinated at the local level, there is likely to be more public 
participation.

Lloyd R. Brewer, City of Spokane General Comment-Adjudication Recommendation Finally, you should know that in our most recent Study Session with the City Council some concern was raised about the adjudication recommendation.  The Council has asked for more information on the topic.  I am not asking 
you to remove that recommendation at this time, but I am telling you that I may not be able to support it in the final document when all is said and done.

Noted

Lloyd R. Brewer, City of Spokane Instream Flow Appendix We have one requested edit – that you ensure that the Instream Flow appendix, including the City’s position on instream flows at the Spokane Gage, is included as a physical part of the Watershed Plan We will do this.
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Implementation Matrix, LU-16 Please include WDFW as a supporting entity for this recommendation.  The planning unit should be listed as the lead/sponsoring entity.  While WDFW may provide technical support if resources are available, it does not 

typically initiate or coordinate these types of studies. 
Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Implementation Matrix, LU-4 “The State should provide technical support and funding to counties and cities to identify areas of strained water resources. “ This table lists DOH as a lead entity. Please change this DOH reference to a supporting entity in 
principle.

Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Implementation Matrix, TI-5 Please include Ecology as a supporting entity for this recommendation.  The lead/sponsoring entities should be those that advocate a gauge at this location, such the City of Spokane, Avista, and Spokane County. Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Implementation Matrix, WFN-5 “Establish a program to collect data and evaluate where permit-exempt wells are a concern. “ This table lists DOH as a supporting entity with funds but the text for this recommendation on page 6-8 does not mention DOH.
Please remove this DOH reference in Table 13-1.

Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Implementation Matrix, WRA-1 “WRA-1: Adjudicate water rights in WRIA 54, including Spokane Tribal rights, considering streamlined adjudication approaches that are workable and will speed the timeline for this effort. During adjudication evaluate the 
database structure utilized to track water rights and ensure that it provides detailed, accurate information that facilitates the tracking of legal availability of water in the future.” Please identify Ecology as accepting this action as 
an “obligation”.  Also,  note the language on page 4-2 does not match the language in Table 13-1 (underlined text above) and should be corrected.

Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Implementation Matrix, WUE-1 “Coordinate water use efficiency and conservation measures in WRIA 54 through the existing RWCC and Spokane County CWSP”.  This table lists DOH as a lead entity but the text for this recommendation on page 5-3 does 
not mention DOH.  Please change this DOH reference to a supporting entity in principle. 

Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 10-1; Technical Issues and Modules The report needs to provide the dissolved oxygen water quality standard for Lake Spokane on page 10-1.  It currently only lists the standard for the River (8 mg/L).  The standard for the lake is no greater than 0.2 mg/L decrease 
below natural conditions.

Requested edit completed

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 12-3; Technical Issues and Modules Consideration of Options. DOH would value the opportunity to meet with city and county planning departments, councils, and commissions on an annual basis.  DOH is currently evaluating how the water system plan review 
process is working and when this evaluation is completed it may be possible that time and resources would be available to provide annual educational opportunities. However, resources for annual education are not available at 
this time. 

Noted

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 13-3; 2nd paragraph; 4th line In a general sense “shared governance” involves a sharing of the roles and responsibilities associated with water resources management in WRIA 54all levels of government collaborating on research and information gathering, 
sharing input and perspectives on decision-making, and attempting to maximize consistency among governments when exercising their individual roles and responsibilities associated with water resource management in WRIA 
54.

No change to text.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 2-6; Introduction and Background Somewhere in the discussion of Basalt aquifers please note that because of the complexity of the eruptive history of basalts in WRIA 54, and the lack of specific hydrologic reasons to differentiate them, basalt-hosted aquifers in 
the WRIA are considered to belong to the same body of public groundwater, regardless of formational nomenclature. 

Requested edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 2-7; Introduction and Background Please consider noting that these paleochannel aquifers are known largely, if not entirely, from drill data, and that basalt aquifers appear to discharge to the paleochannels. No edit to Plan
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 3-10; Introduction and Background Please clarify on this page that the “aggressive pursuit” criterion is in RCW 90.90 Columbia River Basin Water Supply, and along with that are specific criteria for which that stored water should be devoted. Requested edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 3-2; Future Water Needs; 2nd paragraph Meeting the demand for water in the future will likely require innovative solutions. As shown in the WRIA 54 basin-wide water balance (Table 3-1), estimated net demand for consumptive water needs is only 0.4% of the overall
water resources in WRIA 54. Municipal purveyors’ inchoate (appropriated but currently unused) water rights will could help meet this future demand depending upon the outcome of the Supreme Court case that is evaluating the
municipal water law., and wWater conservation and storage can be an important component in meeting current and future water supply needs.

Requested edit complete.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 3-7; Introduction and Background In the first paragraph under RESULTS – Weighted Usable Area, slope is included, but probably should not be, as one of the factors considered in calculation of WUA.  Slope is only indirectly considered in some default 
calculations of velocity and as a factor that contributes to the measured water velocities that are input into the hydraulic model.

Deleted slope

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 3-7; Results; Weighted Usable Area; 1st paragraph WUA incorporates the hydraulic variables of width, depth, velocity, slope, substrate and cover measured in the Spokane River with the habitat needs of each species and illustrates how the habitat for each species varies with 
changes in flow. 

Deleted slope

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 3-8; Hydrology; 1st paragraph Comment: For clarity, please include flows at the Spokane gage on August 15, 2006.  That would demonstrate that flows continued at a fairly constant level and the difference listed is indeed a result of inflow rather that some 
freak freshet.

Clarified that flows were similar at the Spokane gauge at the time of measurement at the Gun Club.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 3-9; Introduction and Background Under RESULTS – Hydrology, it would add clarity if the flows at the Spokane gauge on August 15, 2006, were also shown.  That would demonstrate that flows continued at a fairly constant level and the difference listed is 
indeed a result of inflow rather than some freak freshet.

Requested edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-1; Uncertainties About How Much Water Is 
Allocated; Background and Issues; 2nd paragraph The Washington Department of Ecology administers water rights, which include surface and groundwater permits and certificates, water-right claims (claims to water that pre-date water law the current water code in the state), 

and permit-exempt water uses.

Requested edit completed.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-2; 1st unbulleted paragraph In total, about 147,411 acre-feet per year of water is allocated for use in WRIA 54 in addition to unquantified amounts. More detailed information is included in the WRIA 54 Phase 2, Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical
Assessment  (Tetra Tech et al., 2007).

Requested edit completed.
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-2; Recommendation; 1st bullet Recommendation WRA-1: Adjudicate water rights in WRIA 54, including Spokane Tribal rights, considering  streamlined adjudication approaches that are workable and will speed the timeline for this effort. Comment: This

language does not match the more recent language in Table 13-1.
Corrected.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-3; Processing Time, 2nd bullet; 1st dash Thirty-fiveseven applications for new water rights south of the Spokane River. Updated.
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-3; Processing Time; 2nd bullet Thirty-sevennine applications for new water rights: Updated.
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-3; Technical Issues and Modules Please insert the words “Some believe” in front of the sentences “an example of this is the “use it or lose it” aspect of water rights that discourages…” and “The relinquishment rule is a disincentive for water conservation”. Requested edit completed.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 4-5; Recommendations; 3rd bullet Note that all subbasins in a priority area would need to be included and that Ecology has to follow state laws to process water rights in order of application date, but can do so within a subbasin or watershed consistent with WAC 
173.152 (Water right application processing priorities).

Requested text added.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 5-2; Technical Issues and Modules “The reclaimed water standards are included in WAC 173-219."  The 1997 “Water Reclamation and Reuse Standards” are not in the WAC or RCW, it’s a state guidance document (Publication #97-23).  The Reclaimed Water 
(RW) Use Act was enacted in 1992 and codified as Chapter 90.46 RCW, Reclaimed water use.  The RCW directed DOH & Ecology to develop the standards.  The standards are going to be updated and incorporated into a 
“Purple Book” analogous to the Orange Book that describes the criteria for sewage system design, but right now the ’97 standards are what we have to work with.

Deleted reference to WAC.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 5-2; Technical Issues and Modules “The City of Medical Lake discharges reclaimed water into West Medical Lake to maintain lake levels and to Deep Creek for water quality purposes. "  Technically, RW is not discharged to Deep Creek.  You might wan
to simply eliminate that part of the sentence, or (even better) use the information below to provide a more complete description of the Medical Lake facilities.  As the only existing permitted RW facility in Spokane 
County, it would be informative to include some more description here.  Here is more background to work with -probably more than you need, but… for what it’s worth…The Medical Lake facility was one of the first 
statewide to propose RW production and reuse as a means for wastewater management.  The new facility came online in early 2001.  Class A RW is discharged to West Medical Lake for the beneficial use of lake 
augmentation.  RW is also used in the city’s RW system for irrigating the grounds at the treatment plant. With the development of the Veterans Cemetery at the north end of West Medical Lake, the city has an opportunit
to economically reuse some of its reclaimed water to provide irrigation water that would otherwise have to come from potable water supplies that are already under significant stress in this area. In addition to irrigating th

deleted reference to Deep Creek discharge; added reference to irrigation use.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 5-2; Technical Issues and Modules Consider adding to the bullet re: Airway Heights:  “The city will produce Class A reclaimed water that has been further treated to provide a water quality suitable for groundwater recharge basins.  In the eastern region of 
Ecology, there are currently three existing facilities permitted for the beneficial use of groundwater recharge.”

Add first sentence.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 6-5; Consideration of Options; 3rd paragraph; 2nd 
bullet

Chamokane Creek—Stream flows are declining and the only identified recent increase in water use has been via permit exempt wells. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has begun a study as ordered by the federal court to 
develop a groundwater flow model of the Camas Valley and Ford subbasins (the Chamokane drainage). It is expected that this study will characterize the hydrogeology of the basin and evaluate impacts of permit-exempt well 
water use on Chamokane Creek flows. The basin remains subject to oversight and administration by the federal court.

Requested edit completed.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 6-7; Technical Issues and Modules WFN-3: Please explain how this group intends to integrate with the Adjudication and the Chamokane Creek Watermaster, and what the objectives are. This would be determined during implementation
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 6-7; Technical Issues and Modules Recommendation WFN-4.  The Department of Health is currently evaluating the regulation programs for small water systems including the Group B program.  It has not been determined how resources will be allocated for smal

water systems in the future.  Please remove reference to changes to the Group B program until the DOH study is complete. 
Resolved at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 6-8; Technical Issues and Modules WFN-4 4th bullet, please replace “senior” with “existing” Requested edit accepted.
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 7-3; Technical Issues and Modules “Direct injection to groundwater without recovery” is also referred to as “Aquifer Recharge (AR)” or “Shallow Aquifer Recharge (SAR) “. Added "Aquifer Recharge" to heading
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 7-3; Technical Issues and Modules Just a suggestion to make it even more clear that reuse is appropriate for non potable purposes only (specific to Washington State).  Although it’s stated in the last sentence on this page, but I think people are more comfortable 

and informed when this point is emphasized.
Added

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 7-4; Nonstructural Alternatives; 2nd bullet; 4th 
line

Transferring water rights is closely tied with increased connectivity, because the transferred water right must come from the “same body of public water” (see 90.44.100 RCW) and often this water must be piped once it is 
pumped.

Requested edits complete

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-4; Spokane Tribe; 2nd paragraph The Spokane Tribe is currently involved in a study of the Chamokane watershed. The objective of the study, which is being conducted by the U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) as ordered by the federal court, is to characterize 
hydraulic continuity and to evaluate the impacts of groundwater withdrawals on the flows of Chamokane Creek. The study results will be used by the Spokane Tribe to guide future development and water supply in the 
Chamokane watershed. This basin remains subject to oversight and administration by the federal court.

Edits accepted

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-5; 1st dash Encourage water purveyors to consider only their currently legally available water in designations of service areas in water system plans and updates (i.e. water rights, aquifer and watershed source capacity, and wholesale water 
via interties).

Edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-6; Connection Between Land Use Regulations 
and Water Supply Evaluation; Background, Issues, and 
Consideration of Options; 1st paragraph

State law and local government codes require that local governments make determinations of adequate water supplies when reviewing plat applications and building permit applications (RCW 58.17.110 and RCW 19.27.097). 
However, it is not clear in state law whether local governments is required are unclear as to whether state law requires them to include in its their subdivision codes a water supply evaluation that extends beyond short-term yield 
to long-term water availability.

Edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-6; Connection Between Land Use Regulations 
and Water Supply Evaluation; Background, Issues, and 
Consideration of Options; 4th paragraph; 3rd line

In addition, proof of potable water supply is required for land division to dividing parcels into units of less than 20 acres. Edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-6; Connection Between Land Use Regulations 
and Water Supply Evaluation; Background, Issues, and 
Consideration of Options; 5th paragraph; 1st line

In Lincoln County, proof of potable water supply is required for land division of dividing parcels into units of less than 20 acres. Edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-7; 1st paragraph It is important to note that in all three counties the health district’s main objective is protection of human health and not regional long-term water supply concerns nor legal availability. Edit accepted.
Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 8-7; 2nd bullet; 1st dash A letter from a water purveyor stating they will serve the proposed subdivision. If a plat is not developed for a specified amount of time, this commitment may need to be verified reconfirmed by the water purveyor. Edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 9-1; 1st paragraph The terms “instream flow” and “minimum flow” are used by Ecology to describe a type of water right for a stream or river. The purpose of defining instream flow is to ensure that stream flow remains in the river to support 
instream water needs, usually focused on fish, but also supporting aesthetic, recreational and other instream benefits. These instream flow water rights do not affect rights for out-of-stream uses that existed before the instream 
flow was set (with the exception that any request for change to an existing water right could only be approved if it were shown not to impact any other water rights, senior or junior, including the instream flow), however they do 
impact water rights issued established  after the instream flow is set. These “junior” water rights may be asked to curtail water usage during times when stream flows drop below the established instream flow. Comment: “issued” 
suggests it only affects permits or certificates and it also affects permit exempt wells.

Suggested edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 9-3; Recommendation; 1st bullet Statement of Position ISF-2: The Planning Unit chose not to recommend a control point at Little Falls at this time. The flows required at Little Falls are pursuant to a separate agreement and should not be the basis for water right 
decision. Because the flows are set by this agreement, water rights conditioned to it will not be interrupted. Thus these rights would not satisfy the senior right impairment test.Comment: These concerns expressed are opinions, 
and should be clarified and included in the background information (inserted above).

Edit accepted.

Sara Hunt, Department of Ecology Page 9-3; Spokane River Main Stem Below Nine Mile 
Dam; Background, Issues, and Consideration of 
Options; 3rd paragraph; 11th line

Ecology has issued a few water rights in this reach of the river, conditioned to the 200 cfs flow specified in the Little Falls Agreement, and based on limited biological assessment of instream flow needs in this reach. Some
planning unit members believe that since the flows required at Little Falls are pursuant to a separate agreement they should not be the basis for water right decisions. Because the flows are set by this agreement, water rights 
conditioned to it will not likely be interrupted. However, any new water rights would be junior to established water rights, including the Spokane Tribe’s (unquantified federal reserved water rights) and Avista’s (hydroelectric 
power generation of about 7,500 cfs) and could be interrupted if insufficient water is available to fulfill those established water rights. It was suggested that Ecology regulate water rights in this river reach based on the Spokane 
Gage.

Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Cover Please change the cover picture.  This picture is very misleading.  It shows the Spokane River at low flows and agriculture below.  Is this to lead people to believe that agriculture is the cause of low flows?  There are many 
images that will lead toward a positive approach to watershed management, and this is a negative photo.  Please help us to be positive in our efforts.

Cover photo replaced.  Photo not intended to be negative, but rather to show a very dynamic and dramatic 
portion of the watershed that few people in the Spokane urban area see very often.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Figure 2-10 This map includes dams and ponds.  The ponds probably required a dam permit and that is why they are listed.  Please add ponds to the title.  Also, this map should state that the identified ponds are not necessarily on the stream 
or waterway.  Lastly, what is the “Long Lake Crescent?”  Several of us on the planning unit are unaware of this.  Please add language to explain the Long Lake Crescent as there is no mention of it in the current plan.

Looking up requested information

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Figure 2-12 The Group D index scale (color black) does not match with the map.  Please correct if possible. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Figure 2-6 There are two small clusters of population on the Spokane Reservation, please identify these with a name.  I believe on is Wellpinit, but I am not sure of the other.  Wellpinit should be named as it is the headquarters of the 
reservation.

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Figure 2-7 This figure is deceptive.  Much of the area south of the Spokane River is shaded, and much of the area north of the Spokane River is left blank.  This picture would lead one to believe that much ground water can be found in the 
south, yet the north lacks ground water.  Please add a note to the figure that states: Identification or lack of identification, of an aquifer does not necessarily mean ground water is available, or not available.

Requested edit completed
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Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Figure 6-2 What does this map show me?  If it indicates areas of strained water by the boxed names, please add that to the legend. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment I have an overriding concern that this plan has not fully or adequately addressed all of the requirements of the law (RCW 90.82).  If this plan has met the requirements, they should be summed up in a few pages, with the detail in 
each chapter.  For example, the law speaks to local goals and objectives, as well as strategies (which may be recommendations or obligations).  Where are the objectives?  Where is the discussion on the elements of the law and 
pointing to these elements being fulfilled?  Please review the plan for all the necessary elements in the law and add the discussion to detail these.

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Please add an executive summary to this plan.  An executive summary will be extremely important as this plan gets review for approval to the elected officials and the public that may be involved in that process. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment A major goal or objective that seems to be missing is to “open” the Chamokane subbasin and manage the water as set by instream flows.  If the basin has an instream flow rule, why are water right applications not being 
addressed and Ecology relying on SWSL letters?  I believe there are some strategies that speak to this concern, but it is never stated.  Please add this item as a goal or objective.

Recommendation WFN-3 provides a mechanism for a local subcommittee to develop ways to resolve 
water issues in the Chamokane area.  The ongoing USGS study will also provide additonal data that may 
influence water appropriation decisions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Where are the obligations for each chapter?  All of the strategies are listed in each chapter as recommendations.  No obligations are listed.  Each obligation should be listed as such in the chapter, or the section retitled as 
Recommendations/Obligations.  Also, there should be one page to turn to that lists all of the obligations for the plan.  Please add this detail.

Each item will be labeled within the chapter where it is described, and in the implementation matrix as an 
obligation, recommendation, or suggestion.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Please have the planning unit consider adding an obligation to have all local legislative authorities incorporate all applicable information from this Watershed Plan into other local planning/land use documents, to preserve the 
success of the Watershed Plan, and to use the Plan information as a preference in land use elements related to water resources as appropriate. (i.e. – Those planning under GMA add this to their comprehensive plan.)

Many of the recommendations in Chapter 8 speak to this.  The Planning Unit discussed these 
recommendations at length.  Spokane County provided very specific commitments for itself, while Lincoln 
and Stevens County preferred more general recommendations.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Please add a bibliography section to the plan.  Reference is made to other documents, but addition of this section would add detail needed to find backup or more specific information as required. Added

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Please describe what weight obligation and recommendations have in the plan as per the law.  This will help those readers and users of the plan better understand how these relate to water resources management.  Also, what 
weight if any do suggestions, or statements of support hold?  Suggestions and statements of support/position are not referred to in RCW 90.82, so how are these to be viewed?  How will they be implemented in the future and 
under what timeline?  Please add this to the above description in the plan if suggestions or statements of support/position remain.  I believe that these statements should be reworded into recommendations/obligations.

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Please check the plan for internal consistencies.  There are many conflicting/confusing references that contradict throughout the plan.  I will try to point out the ones I could find in specific comments, but a general check for 
consistency to outside documents would be welcomed.

Noted

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment All bullets or dashed items should be numbered or lettered for better reference. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment There is no relation from the Mission Statement/Goals/Objectives to the Recommendation/obligations even in the implementation matrix.  Please add a section that provides this detail relationship. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Is there a ranking of priority for the recommendations in each section?  Please provide detail as to how they were ranked, or that they are in random order with no priorities.  If they are ranked, please provide the 
recommendations in order of priority throughout the plan.

Recommendations have not been prioritized.  This will be done in the first year of Phase 4.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Are the dashes below each recommendation part of the recommendation or separate?  Why are they separated out?  Please provide an explanation.  It seems to be apparent that where a recommendation has several dashes or 
subparts that the recommendation is actually the objective, and the dashes individual recommendations.  Please have the Planning unit explore this option of objectives and recommendations versus recommendations and 
suggestions.  The working groups put much more emphasis on each idea than a suggestion.

Format modified to address request.  Obligations, recommendations, and suggestions are individually 
labeled.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Bulleted recommendations in blue boxes do not always agree with the actual wording of the recommendation as stated in the chapter.  Consider deleting boxes, or at least correct for accuracy and consistency. Recommendations in text boxes updated to be consistent with text of Plan.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Yellow shaded area show where plan is incomplete.  How are we to comment on the draft plan if parts are still in draft stage or missing?  These sections should be made available for future comment. Resolved at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Very little time (if any) was given for the planning unit to review the Watershed Plan as a whole.  In the working draft major sections were being added and reworked.  Therefore, the members of the planning unit have not been 
able to take a holistic view of the plan.  This is why many comments for the addition of recommendations are being made in the comments below.  These are missing components that should be discussed and added.

A 6-week public comment period was agreed to at the 1/28/09 Planning Unit meeting.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment Clarity needs to be given throughout this plan that the Chamokane Creek watershed includes both the Ford and Camas Valley subbasins.  Please provide this detail where appropriate. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

General Comment I would like to thank Spokane County and their staff for the difficult and thankless task as lead agency in the WRIA 54 planning process.  I believe the job they have done has been terrific, and they have tried to treat everyone 
with the utmost in fairness.  I do however believe that a county, any county, serving as a lead entity in a multi-county watershed has hurdles that are difficult, if not impossible, to cross because of legislative boundaries and 
responsibilities to their own county.  I also believe that the urban and rural differences within the watershed complicate this process further.  We have seen several WRIA’s split over the same types of issues.  I do not believe this 
option of splitting serves the watershed as a whole or the citizens who live and work around the Spokane River drainage.  I would like to suggest that the planning unit consider asking a more neutral party, such as one or more of 
the conservation districts or perhaps a regional entity to take the lead in the future.  I also believe that as the Implementation Plan is developed, the planning unit consider an even more regional approach to multiple
WRIA’s and s bcommittees that ser e smaller areas of regional similarities and the can

Recommendations IMP-1 - IMP-3 provide for the Planning Unit to determine and implement its structure 
for implementation of the Plan recommendations.  Preliminary discussions at the Planning Unit in the fall 
of 2008 focused on topic/geographic-based subgroups implementation coordinated through a central 
organization to ensure a fair and equitable distribution of resources.  Exploring a more regional approach 
or a different lead entity are reasonable discussion items.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-1, Water Quality Please add a discussion about the Arsenic problem in the water on the Spokane Reservation in this section.  A previous comment address that this section was the appropriate place for this concern.  The 
planning unit should also discuss the need to add a recommendation to address this issue.

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-1, Water Quality Please add a recommendation to: Eliminate septic tanks replace them with a sewer system in the Lake Spokane UGA.  Many discussion surround phosphorus in Spokane River and this is an important issue 
that may help solve the problem and contribute to the overall water quality.

Added as "action to consider in implementation" under Recommendation WQ-1.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-1, Water Quality Please add an obligation (recommendation) to: Ecology shall keep the planning unit updated on all TMDL and clean up plans within WRIA 54. Discussed and agreed to at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-2, Statement of Support WQ-2 Please change this to a recommendation.  Reword to delete “support” and add recommend continuing to the front of the first sentence. The Planning Unit discussed whether this would be a recommendation or statement of support.  Every 
recommendation needs an identified lead/sponsoring entity to actively pursue implementation.  If a lead 
was identified for this item, the Planning Unit may support changing it to a recommendation.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-3, Recommendation WQ-3 Please add to the end of this recommendation to: Encourage all members to be on the e-mail list.  Ecology is obligated to add all willing members to the e-mail distribution lists. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-5, Statement of Support WQ-5 Please change this to a recommendation.  Add the words: recommends continuing actions that after “the planning unit.”  This action is extremely important to the local citizens in the Chamokane Basin.  It 
also recognizes the work done previously as required by law.

The Planning Unit discussed whether this would be a recommendation or statement of support.  Every 
recommendation needs an identified lead/sponsoring entity to actively pursue implementation.  If a lead 
was identified for this item, the Planning Unit may support changing it to a recommendation.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 10-7, Statement of Position WQ-6 Please change this to a recommendation.  Each dash under this item should be a separate recommendation.  The planning unit should have an objective that all of these items fit under.  On dash two, please 
switch the order of “ordinances and incentives” to read incentives and ordinances.  Also, what is meant by the parenthesis in the last line?  This seems to be unfinished.  All agricultural activities should be
exempt from any land clearing or grading ordinances.  They should be allowed to plow, till, and perform other agricultural practices without interruption or interference.  They should however be encouraged 
to use BMP’s.

The Planning Unit discussed whether these items should be separate recommendations.   It was previously 
concluded that they would fall under the umbrella of Statement of Position since they are already being 
implemented as part of a formal stormwater program.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-1, first paragraph, last sentence The sentence states “... outlines recommendations for future management...”  I believe the use of the word “recommendations” in this sentence means Recommendations, obligations, statements of support, and other.  Please
change this sentence to read “...outlines strategies (in the form of obligations, recommendations, etc.) for future management...” 

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-1, Study Area Overview, second paragraph, 
third sentence

This sentence mentions only two tributaries that have year-round flows.  This is true if that they are the only wholly contained streams with year-round flow, but this is not stated.  This is also inconsistent with page 2-9 and figur
2-11 which lists Latah Creek and the Little Spokane River.  Also, see page 2-1, third paragraph, last sentence where the Little Chamokane is missing.

Clarified that this is tributaries within WRIA 54, since Latah and Little Spokane are separate WRIAs.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-10, Table 1-2, Hydroelectric FERC Relicensing There are only three dams listed, yet there are five dams in Washington and one in Idaho.  The ones missing are Upriver, Upper Falls, and Monroe Street.  Are these dams involved in the FERC relicensing?  If so, please add.
Also, there is Little Falls Dam which is not part of the relicensing, but that should be mentioned.  Further, I do not see any discussion on the FERC process and how it relates to instream flow setting or the plan in general.  This 
discussion should be added.

The listed dams are those involved in the current relicensing.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-1, Background and Issues, third sentence This sentence states that “the planning unit has prioritized the information needs considered below...”  Is Table 11-1 in priority order?  Has the planning unit discussed this order?  As a member, I do not 
recall any prioritization within this plan.  Please clarify this statement and address the issue that while these may be important they are in no priority order.  Please discuss this with the planning unit if an 
order is desired and can be agreed on.

No prioritization was done.  Word "prioritized" replaced with "identified key information needs"
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Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-11, Table 1-2, Chamokane Creek Watershed 
Plan

Please add “County” after Stevens in Entity Lead. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-11, Table 1-2, Natural Resource Conservation 
Plans

There is not enough detail to how these relate to the watershed plan and what these plans do.  Please add more detail about the process.  Also, add “County” after Spokane in the entity name.  And, what about Lincoln County 
Conservation District?

Added "Counties", but did not increase level of detail, as it is comparable to other table content.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-11, Table 1-2, Shoreline Master Program update 
process

There is confusion here about the Master Shorelines Program and Shorelines Plan updates.  Watershed planning is under the shorelines division of Ecology, but also oversees Shoreline plans.  Please clarify the intent.  Also, what 
is meant by “Implementation of updated Shoreline Master Program will support WRIA 54 Watershed Plan recommendations?”  Please explain.  Those Plans are currently being updated by the City and County of Spokane, so 
how will this work?

Intent is Shoreline Master Programs; see revised text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-2, Table 11-1, first item Under aquifer characteristics, there is a mention to the upper and lower aquifers of Chamokane Creek.  This does not include any aquifers in Camas Valley.  Please restate this to say the Ford Subbasin within 
the Chamokane Creek Watershed.

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-5 & 6, Recommendation TI-2 Please change this to an objective and make all dashes recommendations.  Dash two is of high priority to establish areas of strained water resources.  This should be done for all subbasins within the WRIA.
Pleas make the appropriate changes.

Dashes are possible scope of study to enable easier preparation of grant applications or other funding 
requests.  Clarified in text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-6, Recommendation TI-3 If you take the comment above, this recommendation can be deleted.  Any supply and demand forecast should be for the entire WRIA. Dashes are possible scope of study to enable easier preparation of grant applications or other funding 
requests.  Some Planning Unit members envisioned the need for the second type of study.  Clarified in text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-6, Recommendation TI-4 This recommendation mentions “for prioritized WRIA 54 tributaries.”  Has the planning unit prioritized the tributaries?  Where is this located?  Please provide detail or rephrase. No prioritization has been completed.  Text edited to convey that prioritization would bee needed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-6, Recommendation TI-5 Please delete this recommendation.  This should be part of any on going discussions for setting instream flows. The Planning Unit discussed this and decided to recommend evaluating establishing a gauge at this 
location.  No change to Plan. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 11-6, Statement of Support TI-8 & 9 Please combine these two statements and change them to a recommendation.  Delete the last line of TI-8 as it is meaningless or missing parts.  Also, add that: all data that is collected be shared with the 
planning unit.

Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-2, Watershed Planning Overview, first 
paragraph, second sentence

This sentence states “...governments, as well as citizens, to...” which seems to indicate that citizens can participate in the process. This is not the intent of the law.  RCW 90.82.005 states “...to provide local citizens with the 
maximum possible input concerning their goals and objectives for water resource management and development.”  Throughout the law, the local citizens are given the emphasis recognizing the authority granted to agencies and 
local governments ability to govern legal decisions.  Please change this sentence to reflect the intent in the law given to citizens.

Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 12-2, Table 12-1 Under the heading “Water Management Education,” please add the Stevens County Water Conservancy Board and NRCS.  Under the other two headings please add NRCS. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 12-3 & 4, Land Use Please add the Stevens County Water Conservancy Board to dash one.  They currently do a lot of outreach and education, including to real estate agents.  Please add forestry organizations to the end of dash 
three. Please add the Spokane Tribe to the last dash.

Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 12-3, Water Management Please add the Stevens County Water Conservancy Board to dash two.  They currently do a lot of outreach and education. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 12-4, Recommendation EDU-2 Please change this to read: Conduct a water resource educational needs assessment in WRIA 54. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 12-4, Recommendations Please delete the last two sentences of this paragraph.  We should not have any gate keepers in outreach and education efforts.  Many of the educational efforts done in the Chamokane basin have been done 
with coordination or through the Stevens County Conservation District.  We have done this because they are seen as a neutral party.  I oppose interjecting other entities into the process that may hamper good 
efforts.  While I support the Spokane River Forum, many individuals have reservations because of certain memberships, and in some cases these are the people we are trying to reach.

The Spokane River Forum and RWCC were identified as appropriate coordinating/clearinghouse 
organizations for some, but not all activities, as specified in the language "to the extent possible".  This is 
not intended to place those organizations in a gatekeeper role, but rather encourage coordinated efforts for 
cost-effectiveness and consistency of message.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 12-4, Statement of Support EDU-3 Please change this to a recommendation. Discussed - not changed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-1, Watershed Plan Adoption Process Please add a discussion on ho approval of other legislative authorities outside of the counties will handle plan approval, i.e. Spokane Tribe, City of Spokane, etc.  Also, the last yellow highlight has the SEPA 
listed as “Appendix B.”  Please state that the SEPA analysis is included in Appendix C.  Please correct for consistency.

This has not been discussed.  SEPA analysis is Appendix B.  Preliminary draft of SEPA analysis was titled 
Appendix C; it has now been changed to "B".

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-2, Recommendation IMP-1 Please change this recommendation to include the following points.  The current MOA does not handle the multi-jurisdictional nature of this WRIA.  The process going forward into implementation needs to 
function across county, city, and tribal lines and deal with the multiple nature of WRIA 54 as a whole.  We also must face the fact that urban and rural differences must be put aside to function as one entity.
I recommend that a new MOA be put together that addresses these difficulties.

Requested edits completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-2, Recommendation IMP-2 Please delete this title as a recommendation and move this language, including the bulleted items below it to directly under IMP-1.  Further please give this section the subtitle of: Framework for 
Implementation. I believe that switching the order of the first and second parts of this page give a more logical and fluid direction as the planning unit moves into the next phase and beyond.

Requested edits completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-3, end of first section Please add to this first section some discussion about Ecology not representing the state caucus in phase 4 and beyond.  Further, please include language that states the planning unit may develop 
MOU/MOA’s with other agencies as the need arises.  It may be advantageous to have a MOA with WDFW as instream flow work progress as an example.

Requested information added.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-3, first paragraph, first sentence This sentence states that “since state funds ‘will likely not be’ available after year five of phase 4...”  We do not know this.  Several of us across the state, including individuals, organizations, Ecology staff,
and elected officials, have been working on extended funding, but the current financial situation has complicated this effort.  This does not mean we will not have success in the future.  Please change it to 
read: Since state funds are currently not available after year five of phase 4...

Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-3, Recommendation IMP-3 Please make this an obligation.  Please add language to include the shared governance concept and cooperation as part of this obligation of a MOA.  The current signed MOA for WRIA 59 Board, WMP, 
Stevens County, and Ecology can be used as a starting point.    The planning unit should make every effort to define shared governance.

In Plan as existing obligation.  Added as obligation for Ecology per discussion with Sara Hunt.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 13-3, third paragraph, last sentence Please add to the end of this sentence that: this will be the second order of business.  (The first order being the implementation plan itself.) The Planning Unit has not discussed the priority of its business in Phase 4.  No edit to Plan.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-6, Phase 3 Watershed Plan Development, first 
paragraph, fourth sentence

The order in which these are listed in the sentence should match the order they are listed on page 1-7 and 1-8.  Also, how do these listed issue categories relate to the RCW elements of quantity, quality, instream flow, and habitat 
(which we did not choose to do)?  A detail description of this relationship should be described.  Please add the necessary detail and ordering.

List re-ordered to match order.  Description of linkage to RCW elements will be added.  WRIA 54 
included planning elements:  water quantity (required), and water quality, instream flow (optional).  The 
habitat element was not chosen.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-7, Mission Statement (multiple comments) How do the technical modules or categories in each chapter relate to the mission, goals and objectives?  There seems to be no correlation and there should be.  Please add language to clarify the relation.  Goals are listed, but no 
objectives are given.  Please refer to RCW 90.82.005 Purpose that states goals and objectives.  Objectives must be added to comply with the law. This section should state where the planning unit wants to go and what they are 
trying to accomplish.  It is never stated.  Please add a discussion, detail, and/or a reference to goals, objectives, and strategies.  I have been involved in the planning and when I read the first goal of “balance the needs of instream 
and out of stream uses,” I have to ask how am I meeting this goal?  There should be a clear path given and there is not.  Please provide the detail for this path.  Instream Flow is not listed.  Are there any goals for instream flow 
and if so please state.

At 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting, Planning Unit discussed and determined not to add objectives to the 
Plan, but to consider developing objectives for implementation actions in Phase 4.  Also, please see 
Appendix E, which provides linkage between legal requirements, Plan goals, and Plan recommendations.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-9, Table 1-2, Columbia River Management 
Program

Please add the word “aggressively” in front of pursue to be consistent with the law and other parts of the plan. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 1-9, Table 1-2, Idaho Water Rights Adjudication Please change the “Rathdrum prairie-Spokane Aquifer” to “Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie (SVRP) Aquifer” for consistency. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-1, Climate This section is misleading and more detail should be added.  While the paragraph gives an accurate picture of the overall average of rainfall, the watershed has large variations in with the north being wetter and the south being 
drier.  Please add some detail or comments to explain the variations and trends in precipitation and temperature in subbasins or general subregions.  Also, please add figure 2-2 to this section prior to Land Uses.

Added additional detail.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-1, Watershed Overview Please add table 2-1 to the end of this section before the climate section for easier understanding. Table moved.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-1, Watershed Overview, first paragraph, first 
sentence

Please reword this sentence for it sounds as if only 3 cities and the Tribe live within the watershed.  It also does not mention Fairchild air base and the daily influx of people.  One possible suggestion is: WRIA 54 encompasses 
portions of Spokane, Stevens, and Lincoln Counties, and contains all or a portion of the cities Spokane, Medical Lake, and Airway Heights, as well as Fairchild Air Base, and most of the Spokane Indian Reservation.

Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-1, Watershed Overview, second paragraph, last 
two sentences

I believe these sentences mischaracterize agriculture in Southern Stevens County.  There is a large portion of WRIA 54 north of the Spokane River that is in agricultural practices.  Most of this occurs in the valleys, but it is spend 
throughout the area.  Also, water and soil types do not tend to be a limiting factor as the last few words state.  Please reword this as agriculture is a major land use and a large part of our economy north of the Spokane River.

Reworded per Larry Guenther suggestion.
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-1, Watershed Overview, third paragraph, last 
sentence

Please add the Little Chamokane Creek to this sentence for consistency and accuracy. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-10, Aquatic Life in WRIA 54 The only thing mentioned in this section regarding aquatic life is fish, so please retitle section or add to the discussion other forms of aquatic life.  Did the Spokane Tribe provide any of this information for table 2-5?  If so, 
please give them credit, if not, please obtain information from the Tribe to include.  Why are just certain fish listed?  Explain.  Please include language in this section as to why these certain fish are listed.  Are they critical or 
sensitive species?  Also, please include language stating that this is not a complete list of fish.  Many game fish important to the local fisherman are not included on this list.  Why?  According to The Spokane River Forum 2009 
Conference, fishing is a very important aspect of the Spokane River and some discussion on this should be included in this section.  If fisheries are important to the locals, watershed management, and especially instream flows, 
should dictate a further discussion on the topic.  Four listed species on the table warrant further discussion.  These four species include the Redband Trout, Kokanee, Sturgeon, and Chinook.  There are two 
hatcheries on the Spokane Indian Reservation, one operated by the
Tribe and another operated by WFDW Please add some discussion

Section retitled.  Information for Table 2-5 provided by the Spokane Tribe and WDFW.
Table updated to inlcude information additional information agreed upon by Spokane Tribe and Avista.
Because the WRIA 54 Watershed Plan did not accept the Habitat planning element, habitat data and 
analysis included in the effort has been limited to that provided by Planning Unit members.  A more in-
depth evaluation of Spokane River fisheries would be a worthwhile exercise, but is beyond the scope of 
this watershed plan.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-10, Water Quality, Bullet 3 “Category 3 – No information submitted.”  This is very confusing.  Please add language here that clarifies that the “No information submitted” is the category.  One possible suggest is to add: (This category is used when no 
information is submitted or obtain by Ecology.) 

Requested edit complete.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-2, Current Land Uses, first paragraph, second 
sentence

Again, I believe this mischaracterizes the area in Stevens County and ignores agriculture.  Most all of the valleys and some of the flat or gentle slopes hill tops are active farms and make up a large portion of Stevens County in 
WRIA 54.  Also, there are many large farms on the Spokane Reservation, and livestock grazing is active on a major portion of the forested lands.  Please revise this sentence to include agriculture and agricultural activities.

Edited consistent with edits to Page 2-1

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-2, Table 2-1 Please add a total to this table.  Also explain that Camas Valley and Ford Subbasins make up the Chamokane Creek Watershed. Requested edit complete.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-3, Future Land Uses, first paragraph, last 
sentence (including figure 2-4) 

This sentence needs to be moved to be the fi[r]st sentence in this section.  This is the most important point.  Also, more language needs to be added to give further clarity.  Figure 2-4 represents what I believe is the total build out 
based on current land zones.  This should be stated as I believe this figure 2-4 can give a misleading picture of the future.  Does this also include the build out on the Spokane Reservation?  If not, please add this, or state this doe
not include Tribal lands.  It also appears that if a residence goes on a piece of forested ground, it will no longer be forested.  Much of the forested areas in Stevens County are zoned 20 acres and if a house is built, 19 acres will 
likely remain forested.

See revised wording:  Stevens County zoning allows provides for additional low-density residential growth 
near Springdale in the northern portion of the watershed. Land zoned for agriculture would accommodate 
an estimated 90 percent increase, predominantly in the Camas Valley, Ford, and Long Lake North 
subbasins. Although very unlikely to occur, current zoning would allow If these areas were developed to 
the full extent that the zoning allows, it would result in a nearly 80 percent decline in forested and open 
land areas. These possible future scenarios are based entirely on the land use zoning, which indicates 
allowed uses, not necessarily changes that are likely or expected

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-3, Future Land Uses, last paragraph, first 
sentence

While agree with this sentence in general, I believe that further explanation is needed.  Suncrest (Lake Spokane) and Springdale (most of which is in WRIA 59) are the only UGA’s in WRIA 54 in Stevens County outside of the 
Reservation.  Also, Lake Spokane is zoned at ¼ acre densities and most of the current development is 1 to 1-1/4 acre lots.  This means a lot of infill will have to occur to get to complete build out, and in many situations, the 
current development will not allow for complete in-fill.  Please add this to the discussion related to this subject.

Additional discussion added. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau Page 2-3, Figure 2-2 

Please move this figure to the section prior to Land Uses. Moved figure

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-5, Geology/Hydrogeology, fifth sentence Please add “where there is hydraulic continuity” to the end of the sentence.  Also, we do not know about all of the aquifers and how will this play into the watershed management?  Please add language to clarify this. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-5, Population, last sentence Are the population projections within the WRIA, or county wide?  What assumptions are being made?  What is this based on (the source)?  Please clarify.  Also, please include actual numbers.  The percentages are misleading, a
a 29% increase in Spokane would be far more people than a 55% increase in Stevens County.  Therefore, without actual numbers, we could be leading people to a wrong conclusion.

These are based on the latest OFM projections, and are bulk numbers for each County.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-5, Population, third sentence Does the estimate of 21% of Stevens County population living within WRIA 54 contain the Spokane Indian Reservation?  Please clarify. No it does not.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-5, Table 2-3 The numbers need to be checked, as they do not add up to actual.  The Jurisdictional area need to say Total Jurisdictional area.  Please add a column for Jurisdiction miles within the WRIA.  Also, please add totals to this table. This came up in an the first draft and was examined - the numbers should not add up as there would be 
double coverage in some cases (i.e. Fairchild Air Force Base is within Spokane County).

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-6, Columbia River Basalt Group The first sentence that states the percentage of total volume under the Wanapum and the Grand Ronde Formation Aquifers does not agree with the coloration on figure 2-7.  They seem to be switched.  Please correct, or clarify
what is meant by percentage.

No, they are correct as written.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-6, Geology/Hydrogeology, Third sentence & 
Figure 2-7 

Please add the word known or studied after primary in this sentence.  Also, please add discussion that much of the area where aquifers are not located on the map may lack information on ground water and aquifers.  Not all of 
the area within WRIA 54 has been studied for aquifers.  For example, it is believed that two aquifers, an upper and lower, exist in Camas Valley.  They have not been mapped, but some studies have identified these aquifers, but 
not mapped or quantified them.  Have any extensive studies have been done on the reservation to identify aquifers?  Also, there is question as to what sources of water the PUD system is tied into in the Long Lake North area.  It 
is probable that much of the area north of the Spokane River has not been studied due to the lack of a large population or demand.  Please see comment on figure 2-7, as language should be added to this section that speaks to 
aquifer identification and water availability.

Requested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-7, SVRP Aquifer Please add to the end of this discussion the fact that the amount of net human use of water in the SVRP Aquifer region is roughly the same as the net precipitation for the Spokane River/SVRP Aquifer.  The actual numbers given 
show precipitation to be slightly higher.  This information was presented at the Spokane River Forum 2009 Conference and the source of the information was identified as available at www.idwr.idaho.gov/hydrogeologic.

No edit to Plan

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-7, SVRP Aquifer, first paragraph, first sentence Please change this sentence that starts out by saying “The most important of...” to read “The most widely used of...”  While the SVRP Aquifer is extremely important, it is only the most important to the people that use it.  The 
same could be said about any aquifer that it is most important to people that use it.

Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-7, SVRP Aquifer, first paragraph, third sentence Please add part of in front of the Little Spokane River.  Since the Little Spokane River joins the Spokane River at the boundary between Stevens and Spokane Counties, and much of the little Spokane River is north of the SVRP 
Aquifer, it is hard to see how it supplies much of the water for the river until the last portion.

Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-8, Chamokane Basin Aquifer System, last 
sentence

It is my understanding that the USGS study will also include information about the aquifer below Camas Valley and any interconnection it may have with the Chamokane Creek, and the Colville River and/or aquifers in WRIA 
59.

Information added to Plan

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-8, Spokane River, second paragraph, first 
sentence

This sentence refers to the flows at Lake Spokane (Long Lake).  Where is this gage located?  Is it at the dam?  If it is at the dam, does it reflect the flows of the river and how?  Please add this detail to the discussion. Gauge is located on the left bank at the Long Lake Dam powerhouse.  For additional information:
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/wa/nwis/dv/?site_no=12433000&amp;referred_module=sw

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-9, first sentence Please add language that states that these ponds are not located instream.  Also, please add language as related to Long Lake Crescent. (See above comment.) Researching Long Lake Crescent.  Other edits complete.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 2-9, Tributaries (includes figure 2-11) The Little Spokane River and Latah Creek are listed here which is inconsistent with page 1-1 (refer to earlier comment on consistency).  Note that on page 1-1 that the Little Chamokane Creek has year round flow, but not of 
figure 2-11.  If there is a lack of data on flows on this stream, please state so.  If flow data exists from the Spokane Tribe, please include this on figure 2-11.  Blue River is bulleted above figure and it should read Blue Creek.
Please consider changing this figure to be a graduated scale to show flows of small streams and low flows more accurately.

Inconsistencies resolved.  Flow data for Little Chamokane and other tributaries is not regular enough to 
show on this chart.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-1, Chapter 3 Please add the recent Chamokane Creek Water Quality Needs Assessment done by the Stevens County Conservation District and the Spokane Tribe to this section. This section only summarizes work completed through the watershed planning grants.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-1, Chapter 3, first paragraph, second sentence This sentence states that all recommendations from previous studies have been summarized in this chapter.  Have these previous study recommendations been brought forward and discussed as options?  What was the process?
Please describe this process and how they were cross referenced.  On page 3-4, the last sentence, it states that the Chamokane Creek Watershed Management Plan provides specific recommendations to correct identified water 
quality problems.  Where in this plan are they listed?  One specific of Chamokane plan is to provide stream bank stabilization projects, yet nowhere in the recommendations of this WRIA 54 plan are those brought forward.  This 
WRIA 54 plan is to recognize all previous plans, therefore, please include the recommendations from the Chamokane Watershed Plan in this WRIA plan.

The recommendations contained in the Chamokane Creek Watershed Plan are specifically referenced in 
Recommendation WQ-5.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-1, Phase 2 Level 1 Assessment, last sentence – Please expand on the meaning of this sentence.  What findings?  What sections?  I am not sure what is meant by this sentence. Please expand on the intent. This section provides a very brief summary of information contained in the Phase 2 Level 1 Data 
Compilation and Technical Assessment (final document completed in January 2007)

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-1, Water Use What assumptions are made in regards to these numbers?  Please state them in this section.  Are these water amounts consumptive, or nonconsumptive?  Does this include the nonconsumptive use of Avista and other power 
generation rights?  Please check these figures for accuracy and consistency.  Under the permit exempt wells bullet, this is 10% of the current use and 3.9% of the allocated use, but these numbers do not agree with those on page 
6-5.  They also do not tell me if this allowed use, current estimated use or consumptive use after return flow is subtracted. The last sentence amount to only 38.4 % of the allocated water being in use, including exempt wells, but 
does not address if the other right are inchoate or other.  Please explain. Further, these numbers are inconsistent with those described on page 6-1.  On page 6-1, it states that these numbers exclude the City of Spokane.  It is not 
stated here.  Also, since approximately ¼ of the City is within WRIA 54, the City water rights both use and inchoate are a major factor that needs to be applied when considering watershed management.  Please add clarity and 
consistency to this section and to section 6.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.
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Commenter Location Comment Action Taken
Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-10, first paragraph, first sentence This sentence states that “The study found that WRIA 54 is suffering from inadequate water supply...”  This is NOT accurate and is contradictory to the first sentence in paragraph three.  It is also not consistent with the water 
balance table 3-1 that states net consumptive use is 0.4% of the water.  Please restate and clarify this statement.

This is addressed throughout the Plan, particularly in Chapter 6.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-2, Table 3-1 What factors were used to arrive at the water balance?  How was the Net demand arrived at?  If the net demand for all human needs is at 0.4% of the total water, what significance does this have?  Did the planning unit discuss 
this?  Does this number indicate a water shortage, or possibly just a timing issue as relates to water?  Did the planning unit adequately address this question and where are the recommendations for this?  Please explain in this 
section.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-3, Potential Future Water Sources, first bullet Based on this bullet, please add a recommendation that Ecology start to appropriate water now. The Planning Unit discussed this topic and chose not to include such a  recommendation.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-3, Potential Future Water Sources, last bullet Please rephrase and consider adding this bullet as a recommendation. Again, the context of this is within the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment.  The 
Planning Unit has included a recommendation to consider a water right reserve from the SVRP during 
development of and instream flow rule (Statement of Position ISF-1).

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-3, Potential Future Water Sources, second bullet based on this bullet, please add a recommendation that encourages off season appropriations and storage from high flows. The Plan contains the recommendation (ISF-3) that instream flow analysis is a first step toward knowing 
whether water could be available seasonally from tributary streams.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-3, Water Quality, last bullet, Total Phosphorus While phosphorus is being targeted, is it a TMDL?  What is the State standard for phosphorus?  Or is this the result of the Dissolved Oxygen TMDL?  Not one of the assessments below is pointed toward phosphorus, except as a 
component of the dissolved oxygen.  Please clarify this bullet.

Phosphorus was identified years ago by Ecology as a major cause for the dissolved oxygen problems in the 
Spokane River.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-5, Quality Assurance Project Plans for Water 
Quality Monitoring, last sentence

Since a QAPP was prepared, shouldn’t our priorities for projects on these two be extremely high?  Where is it listed that we recommend these projects as early actions or given high priority.  Please clarify, or have the planning 
unit address this issue.

Implementation of these QAPPs is recommended in Chapter 10.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-7, Instream Flow Study, second paragraph There is no mention of what kind of study was done on the Spokane River.  Please add to this discussion the type of study performed. Requested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-7, Weighted Useable Area, second sentence The WUA is stated to be an index of available habitat per 1,000 feet of stream.  Is this 1,000 linear feet?  Figure 3-1 shows an index of sq. ft. of habitat/1,000 (linear?) feet of stream.  Please clarify and correct for accuracy and 
consistency with figure 3-1.

Yes, lineal feet. Added this to text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-8, Hydrology, first sentence If appropriate and accurate, please add the following to the end of the sentence: that other inflows from other creeks contribute downstream of the targeted or measured areas and are not a factor for this study. I feel this would be confusing to others.  No edits.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-8, Hydrology, second paragraph While percentages are useful, they can also be misleading.  Please provide actual number and number ranges to this discussion.  For example, 26% of 6685 cfs is 1738 cfs.  Since Instream flow discussions are usually based on 
flows in cfs, actual numbers help paint a more accurate picture of current average low flows (as well as high).

Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-8, Hydrology, third sentence In the middle of the sentence a reference to “...the Spokane River gage at Gun Club...” is made.  This is highly confusing.  Is there a gage at the gun club?  If not, how was the flow measured.  Where are all of the gages?  Please 
clarify.  Further, please add a map of the current gages and proposed gages.

Edited to clarify that no gauge exists at the Gun Club site.  Spokane River gauges are shown in Figure 2-
10.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-9, Example Draft Instream Flow 
Recommendations

Who developed these criteria?  I would state that any instream flow recommendation will be based on the requirements of the law and all pertinent scientific information.  Please consider deleting this section or restating without 
criteria.  Further, please delete “recommendations” from the last sentence as it is misleading.  Our planning unit made no instream flow recommendation at this time.  Please consider rewording to: Further discussion on instream 
flow is contained in Chapter 9.

These were example criteria provided in the Instream Flow Technical Study.  Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 3-9, Multipurpose Water Storage Study – Prior to the bullets it is stated that “The study consists of two elements:”  Please rephrase.  The study consisted of four elements, two major and two minor.  The Suncrest Area and the Chamokane being two minor specific 
parts of the study.  These minor components are of extreme importance to the citizens of Stevens County and need to be added to the following discussion.

Requested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-1, Background and Issues, first paragraph Please add a sentence that potential over-allocation of surface water is a concern of the Spokane Tribe in the Chamokane Subbasin. The Spokane Tribe has not expressed this in their comments.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-1, Background and Issues, first paragraph, 
first sentence

This sentence talks about how much water is “allocated.”  Water resource management is complicated by allocation versus use or usage.  Please add this to the discussion.  Also, inchoate rights are of a major 
concern in the watershed and should be added to the list of claims, certificates, and other.

Requested edit complete.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-1, Background and Issues, last paragraph The word “additional” should be addition.  Please change. Corrected.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-1, Chapter 4 Water Rights Administration How does this chapter fit into the goals and the RCW?  Was this a working group?  Was this just a way to group the recommendations?  Please provide some explanation as to how this section fits into the 
goals.

This chapter was a result of the Water Management Work Group.  The issue paper developed by that group
became very long, and was broken into three chapters:  Ch 4, 5, 6.  Linkage with goals provided in 
Appendix E.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-2, second bullet from the top How does the Spokane Tribe quantified irrigation rights on Chamokane Creek relate to the setting of the instream flow?  Are there other rights the Tribe holds in the Chamokane Basin, and have they been 
quantified.  Please explain and expand on the information contained in this bullet.  It will be important to provide guidance for implementation, clarity of current water users in the area, and future planning 
decisions.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-3, second set of bullets, bullet one Does this refer to just new water rights or new rights and transfers?  Please clarify.  The transfer line is much shorter, and Water Conservancy Boards are an option to process changes/transfers in a timely 
basis.

General comment.  Added "new" water rights . . .

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-4, Last bullet Please expand on the closure on Chamokane Creek.  It is note that appropriation has stopped on Chamokane Creek due to the adjudication and “the SWSL.”  Chamokane Creek has an instream flow set and 
in place.  Ecology should be managing the water by the instream flow, not by any SWSL.  Please have Ecology explain this discrepancy.  If the instream flow must be set in state WAC, or rule, to manage the 
subbasin by the instream flow, then I recommend adding an obligation that Ecology set an instream flow rule on the Chamokane.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.  This may be an appropriate topic for the Chamokane Watershed Work Group 
(WFN-3) to explore in Phase 4.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-4, Relinquishment Rule Please change the word “rule” to law.  what is referred to as the relinquishment rule is actually a RCW (law) not a WAC (administrative code or rule). Requested edit complete.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-5, Recommendation WRA-2 Please change this recommendation into two separate recommendations.  The first being that the State legislature provides more staff and funding for new water right applications.  The second being that the 
planning unit recommends establishing a regional water master.  A water master can do compliance, but is much more than that, as they can write permit, give technical assistance and other.  I oppose 
providing more staff for merely compliance as this recommendation now states in the first line.

Discussed and not agreed to at 3/25/09 Planning Unit meeting

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 4-5, Recommendation WRA-4 As stated in the working draft, I oppose this recommendation and ask that it be deleted.  Considering the fact that Spokane County has more participation on this planning unit and other cross jurisdictional 
issues, unless a mechanism is in place to allow for fairness and balance, I can not agree to this recommendation.  Please delete.

This was reconsidered by the Planning Unit, and a decision to retain it was made in December or January.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-1, Background and Issues, first sentence This sentence contains a quote.  What is the reference?  Please provide.  Further, the quote is inaccurate.  Please correct this to be the actual quote from the law.  I believe the reference to be RCW 90.82.070
(2).  The population and economic growth referred to at the end of the sentence is to be under the requirements of the state’s growth management act .   The watershed plans are driven or work under the 
constraints of GMA, that are not to drive GMA planning.  “Strategies” are required by the law to be developed.  Where are these strategies listed?  Please provide some detail explanation as to how the 
planning unit has addressed the requirement of developing strategies for their goals and objectives.

Edited text to be precise language from RCW 90.82.07.  Added citation.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-1, Water Conservation, first paragraph The first and second sentence seem to be in conflict.  The first sentence states that municipal water providers are “required” to develop water use efficiency.  What is the Citation for this? Please provide the
citation.  The second sentence talks about encouraging water use efficiency.  The last sentence refers to the fact that small systems are under no timeline or obligation to develop these efficiencies.
Springdale is a municipality with under 1000 connections, how do they fit into this scenario?  Please provide addition language to clarify this issue.

Citation added

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-2, Consideration of options, first paragraph, 
third sentence

It state that “the purveyor “will implement’ any recommendations...”  Please see the comment on recommendation WUE-4.  This is inconsistent and needs to be corrected. Wording is not inconsistent, stating "if they agree to it".

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-2, Consideration of options, second 
paragraph, second sentence

This sentence needs to be a recommendation as stated.  Please discuss this with the planning unit for inclusion.  Also, if we have standards for reclaimed water, why do we need more rules?  See comment 
above, and please provide an explanation.

This work is ongoing at the state level.  Statement of Support WUE-7 provides the Planning Unit's 
recommendation related to reclaimed water.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-2, first bullet Please provide more detail.  In what ways are the WA-ID regional dialogue addressing water use efficiency and conservation. Detail provided.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-2, Water Reclamation and Reuse, bullets The first bullet states that this is the only active permit, yet the third bullet state that a current pilot project is occurring.  Does this have a permit?  Bullet four states that it is located in the WRIA, where?
Bullet five refers to several projects under consideration, where can I get information on these projects if I am interested? Please provide more detail in this section.

Ecology website is a good source of information; for projects in development stage the project proponent 
is probably the best source of information.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-2, Water Reclamation and Reuse, second 
sentence

“The state is developing ‘rules’ for the safe use...”  A publication reference is given.  Thank you for the reference, but please provide more detail as to why this rule is necessary if we have ongoing projects.
A brief summary or example is called for here to get some sense of direction as to the needs and problems of water reuse and the need for a rule to clarify.  Does the planning unit want input into the rule?
Please have the planning unit discuss possible input or what role they will play in further discussion, and provide the results in this section.

There is much activity within the state and nationally regarding safe use of reclaimed water.  I recommend 
starting with the Ecology or EPA website for information.
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Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-3, Recommendation WUE-1 This recommendation should be an objective, with each of the dashes being recommendations, NOT suggestions.  Please change.  I disagree with the third dash item.  If this is for Spokane only, please state.
Otherwise, there should not be an ordinance, we should be using incentives.  Laws should always be of last resort.

Planning Unit discussed and agreed on this format in the Fall of 2008.  Added "and/or educational 
outreach" after the word ordinance.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-3, Recommendation WUE-2 This recommendation should be an objective, with each of the dashes being recommendations, NOT suggestions.  Also, “local governments” needs to be expanded to include purveyors and individuals.
Please change.  What about education and outreach to achieve this?  Please consider.  On dash one, I suggest changing “...and thirsty grassy swale (these require irrigation)” to grassy swales that require 
additional irrigation.  Dash four needs to be reworded as it talks about regulations and incentives and is very confusing.  If no regulations exist, I oppose adding regulations, and in all cases incentives should 
be the preferred method.  Please delete dash five.  This plan should not be recommending plat conditions that prevent development.  Again the watershed plan is to work under GMA to help provide water, 
not drive GMA to stop development.

No changes; Planning Unit discussed and agreed on this format in the Fall of 2008. These are just 
suggested items that are not binding to any participants, but were requested to include by some to capture 
ideas discussed for implementation.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-3, Recommendation WUE-4 Why does the planning unit want notice?  What is the intent or objective in asking for notice?  If the intent is to provide comment, please state this in the recommendation.  Otherwise, consider deleting. Intent or objective is to provide people the opportunity to decide whether they will choose to comment.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-3, Recommendations, first sentence This sounds like a recommendation or an objective to have regional implement efficiency projects.  Please have the planning unit discuss this as an objective. This is a topic sentence.  No changes made to text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-4, Statement of Support WUE-6 Please change this to a recommendation.  We should also support continuing funding for the conservation districts.  Please add this intent.  Local groups, such as the Stevens County Farm Bureau, provide 
input and emphasis in EQIP projects application ranking and this is important to continue that input with emphasis toward irrigation efficiency.

Requested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 5-4, Statement of Support WUE-7 Please change this statement to an objective with the dashes each being recommendations.  Also, please change the first dash to read ... support existing and new agriculture and landscape irrigation where 
appropriate and cost effective.

See revised text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-1, Background and Issues, bullets These bullet percentages do not agree with those on figure 6-1 as stated.  Further, the permit exemptions do not agree with previous figures given and comments made.  Please correct these for consistency.
Actual usage along with percentages would be welcome here also as percentages can be misleading.  We are also talking about consumptive use here.  Please provide some detail explanation on consumptive 
use and how this was arrived at.  Bullet 3 is very misleading in that it combines permit exempt and small systems.  It is almost as if we are trying to make a case against the use of permit exempt wells, and I 
definitely oppose this trend.  Please correct.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a detailed discussion of
this topic. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-1, Background and Issues, bullets on 
bottom

There is approximate 30,00 acre-ft/yr of water that is unaccounted for here.  Please provide more detail and an explanation. Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a detailed discussion of
this topic. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-1, Background and Issues, fourth 
paragraph, second sentence

This statement is inconsistent with page 3-1 and the following discussion.  It is a big factor to exclude the City of Spokane water right in this discussion, and a separate discussion on the City’s water right is 
appropriate to give an accurate picture of the water use and needs.  Please correct this.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a detailed discussion of
this topic. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-1, Background and Issues, third paragraph, 
second sentence

What is 57 percent increase based on?  Please provide detail, an explanation, and a reference. Based on population projections and per capita water use.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-2, Areas of High Water Demand..., first 
paragraph, first sentence

Please add more narrative for figure 6-2.  Does this figure identify these areas with the boxes?  If so, please state this.  There should be a description of each of the identified areas in the text of this section.
Please add this detail.  What about the Ford subarea?

Figure edited to provide more description.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-2, Areas of High Water Demand..., third 
paragraph, last sentence

Please provide a mar of the current and future interties.  Many people who see this plan will not know where Craig Road and Highway 902 are located.  A map would also be helpful for management and 
future planning efforts.

Please refer to the Multipurpose water storage study, which provides several maps to illustrate intertie 
options.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-2, Figure 6-1 This figure breakdown does not agree with the previous page.  Also, please add a statement to the bottom: The total estimated consumptive use of 56,639 ac-ft annually.  Please check quantities. Corrected.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-4 Spokane Reservation Water Systems Please delete the statement regarding arsenic and move to the water quality section.  Arsenic is a large water quality concern and should be addressed with a recommendation in the water quality section.
Please have the planning unit discuss this.  Also reword this section to read about the three systems with one needing more water.

The decision to include this here was based on grouping needs assocated with providing 
municipal/domestic water.  Added short section regarding arsenic problem to water quality section.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-4, Along the Spokane River... The fourth sentence speaks of a “rural urban growth area.”  Please delete the word “rural” as this is a contradiction of terms.  This area is also not different than many suburban areas all over the state.  Also, 
please delete the last sentence as it is out of context and misleading.

This term is an official designation.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-4, Permit Exempt Wells Please delete the discussion beyond the word “restriction.”  This summarizes the formal Attorney General Opinion.  The other language, if it is added, needs to be in a separate area, and not in the bullet.
Further, the director of Ecology has issued a statement stating that there will be NO interruption of existing livestock operations by the Ecology interpretation.  Also, this issue is currently being discussed 
inside and outside of the legislature and is far from any conclusion.

please see revised text.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-4, Permit Exempt Wells, last paragraph In the first sentence, please delete “of water purveyors.”  It is not just water purveyors who have an inability to obtain new water rights. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-5, Permit Exempt Wells, first full 
paragraph, third sentence

 It is stated that “about 11 percent of the estimated consumptive water use...”  It is actually according to the figures given, 10% of total current use, 3% of the allocated water use, and only 1% of the 
consumptive use.  This is inconsistent with other sections and needs to be corrected.

Review

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-7 & 8, Recommendation WFN-4 This recommendation should be an objective, with each of the dashes being recommendations.  Please consider this with the planning unit.  All dashed items will need to be reworded as recommendations.
On dash two, this consolidation is allowed by RCW and has policy.  Please reference both at the end of the recommendation.  Dash three is fine except for adding the words and other to the end of the yellow 
portion.  The first dash on page 6-8 should read: Support use of permit exempt wells in areas where public water service is not available .  Delete all language after this.  Please delete the fourth dash as I can 
not agree with this.  It is very important to the northern counties and their residents that the last two dashes be elevated to recommendations.  This is a high priority and it should state that we consider water 
banking a high priority to retain water in the northern areas.

Planning Unit agreed on this formatting in the Fall of 2008.  Please see revised format that specifies 
"obligation, recommendation, or action to consider in implementation."

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-7, first paragraph, second sentence Please delete everything in the sentence after the word “available.”  Rural areas only have the option of using exempt wells and these needs to be supported.  We must develop and explore options to improve 
water availability where water may be short or impacts occur.  Our task is to develop strategies that meet future water demand, not to limit development.

The rest of that sentence is very important to other Planning Unit members. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-7, Recommendation WFN-2 and WFN-2 Are the dashes past of the recommendation?  Please clarify. Please see revised format that specifies "obligation, recommendation, or action to consider in 
implementation."

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 6-8, Recommendation WFN-5 This recommendation should be change to an objective and the dashes changed to recommendations.  What is the planning unit going to do with the data collected?  Also, the recommendation without the 
dashes is suppose to be what watershed planning is all about.  The second dash needs to end after the word “subbasins” and delete the rest of the sentence. I feel that this is a high priority recommendation to 
get a supply and demand forecast for the entire watershed.  How can you manage water if you do not know what you have and what you need?  This goes well beyond a water balance and gives you the tool 
to manage water resources.  The last dash needs to have the words “critical areas ordinance or” deleted.  I support water supply overlay zones, but this is an inappropriate use of the CAO.  The CAO would be 
used for CARA’s, but not short water supplies.

Planning Unit agreed on this formatting in the Fall of 2008.  Please see revised format that specifies 
"obligation, recommendation, or action to consider in implementation."  Edit to last dash accepted. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-1, Background and Issues, last sentence Please delete the words “desirability of” from this sentence.  There is a large segment of the population that desires new dam storage, but environmental concerns has always been a consideration.  There are 
pluses and minuses with everything.

Replaced with "ease of"

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-1, Columbia River Water Management 
Program

The second sentence should state “...aggressively pursue development of new water supplies...”  The fourth sentence states “...flows and cannot be used in the tributary subbasin.”  Please delete all language
after the word “flows.”  This is not factual.  Instream flow in the tributary is a use.  The one third must remain as an instream use and cannot be used for out of stream uses.  It can be stored for later release, 
which is another use.

Requested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-1, Structural alternatives What about NEW storage options?  Enhanced surface storage in the last sentence speaks to “existing features.”  One structural option not talked about and extremely important is new storage.  Please add this 
option and some corresponding discussion.  There seems to be some under the enhanced surface storage section that can be moved.  Also, please delete interties from this section and move to section 6.

Content of this chapter is intended to link directly to the multipurpose storage assessment, which is the 
basis for these recommendations.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-2, Bullet one, Instream reservoirs... Please delete or reword the second sentence.  It does not make sense and if it is speaking to new dams on the Spokane River it should be specific.  The last sentence speaks to new storage on the Chamokane, 
which should be under a different heading.  There are also many other potential sites that have been identified in this subbasin.

Added reference to other possible sites in Chamokane watershed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-3, Reclaimed Water Use, first sentence Reclaimed water could also include captured storm water for treatment.  Please add this to the discussion. Treated stormwater is not included in the definition for reclaimed water.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-4, Increased Connectivity This section is not about storage, but infrastructure and should be moved to chapter 6.  Although not under any specific heading, keeping the second sentence in this general section would be good and 
appropriate.

Content of this chapter is intended to link directly to the multipurpose storage assessment, which is the 
basis for these recommendations and combining this evaluation with other traditional storage concepts.
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Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-4, Nonstructural Alternatives, bullet Water 
rights transfers

The second to the last sentence mentions “...an established water bank.”  We currently do not have water bank authority outside of Yakima.  Please correct this statement.  Also, we need to make a 
recommendation as previously commented to that urges legislative approval and support of water banks, water trusts (water conservancy boards to administer and include ground water), and water leasing.

Added "if this option becomes available statewide"

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-4, Recommendation WS-2 Please move this recommendation to Section 6 and retitle as appropriate. Content of this chapter is intended to link directly to the multipurpose storage assessment, which is the 
basis for these recommendations and combining this evaluation with other traditional storage concepts.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-4, Recommendation WS-3 This recommendation seems to be inconsistent with previous discussions.  Further, we should be supporting any and all viable storage options. Consistent with recommendation

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-4, Recommendations Please add a recommendation that Stevens County (could include other counties, tribe, or entities) establish a storage project data base as a management tool for future water supply needs .  This should be an 
obligation.  Also, Stevens County has started this.

Per Planning Unit discussion on 3/25/09, added as "action to consider" under WS-3

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 7-4, Recommendations Please add a recommendation that the planning unit encourages and supports small private storage projects and recommends that the legislature make changes to law to allow for this storage development . Consistent with recommendation WS-3

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-1, Box of Recommendations If the recommendation are to be list here, please add a continued on next page statement. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-3, WRIA 54 GMA Participation, first 
paragraph, last sentence

Please add the following to the end of the sentence: ..., however they must address critical areas and natural resource lands designations. Check with Lincoln County

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-3, WRIA 54 GMA Participation, third 
paragraph

Either delete this section, or add specifics for Stevens County and Lincoln County.  We need to be treating each jurisdiction equally.  How does this relate to the cities?  They have there own policies and 
should also be considered.  Perhaps a reference to each jurisdiction on where to find their policies would be more appropriate.

These are included because Spokane County chose to make specific commitments regarding its land use 
policies and administration that relate directly to the information provided here.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-4, Recommendation LU-2 Please change this to an objective and make all of the dashes recommendations. Planning Unit agreed on this formatting in the Fall of 2008.  Please see revised format that specifies 
"obligation, recommendation, or action to consider."

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-4, Spokane Tribe, last sentence Please restate this sentence.  What jurisdiction does the Tribe have in the basin outside of the reservation?  None.  The entire idea behind the Chamokane Basin working group is bring all of the affected 
parties together to use the study results to develop management strategies for the Chamokane watershed.  The Tribe only has jurisdiction on the Reservation, and by working together, the County and locals 
along with the Tribe can make good planning decisions respective of their jurisdictions.

Added "and other" after Spokane Tribe.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-4, Statement of Support LU-1 Please change this to a recommendation and reword to address the issues. The Planning Unit discussed and agreed on this at the December Planning Unit meeting based on current 
information.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-5, Recommendation LU-3 Are the dashes part of the recommendation or other?  This is very confusing.  Consider rewording as an objective and corresponding recommendations.  Please have the planning unit discuss this option. Planning Unit agreed on this formatting in the Fall of 2008.  Please see revised format that specifies 
"obligation, recommendation, or action to consider."

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-5, Recommendation LU-6 Where is the local citizen involvement?  I am opposed to a closed doors bureaucrat driven process for developing guidelines to show water availability.  Please reword, or delete this recommendation. This suggested item was not intended to prevent citizen participation.  Clarified.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-6, Background, Issues and Consideration of 
Options

Please add a discussion on the Spokane Reservation to this section.  Perhaps it would also be appropriate to add a discussion on the major cities and Fairchild to this section. Background information is provided that pertains directly to Plan recommendations.  Spokane Tribe 
general land use administration is described earlier in this chapter.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-7, Recommendation LU-13 I am opposed to the second and third dashes and ask that these be deleted.  This would set precedence and under GMA neighboring plans must be consistent.  I do not believe this falls within the jurisdiction 
of watershed planning to dictate planning, but to coordinate.  This is not coordination.

This recommendation is specific to Spokane County; they have requested its inclusion

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-8 & 9, Statement of Support LU-14 Please make this an objective and all dashes recommendations.  Also, delete the word sustainable.  On the second dash, please delete all language after the word “land.”  On the second dash on page 8-9, 
please add the words or a water bank if it becomes available after the word “...trust water program”.  In the last dash, change the word “consider” to recommend.

Planning Unit agreed on this formatting in the Fall of 2008.  Please see revised format that specifies 
"obligation, recommendation, or action to consider in implementation."  "Sustainable" deleted in heading 
and definition deleted.  Second dash requested edit not accepted - this concept was discussed and 
considered important by other Planning Unit members.  Water bank edit accepted.  Last dash edit not 
accepted as this would be confusing since this is a suggestion.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-8, Background, Issues and Consideration of 
Options, second sentence

Please add the word fiber after the word “food.” Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-8, bullet 7 Please add FPA (forest practice application) administered by WA DNR. Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-8, Maintaining and Enhancing Sustainable 
Agriculture

Please delete any and all references to “sustainable”, including in the title to the section.  Also, please DELETE the box that tries to wrongly define what sustainable means.  This inclusion is highly 
objectionable and had not been discussed at any meeting.  Most people who have never farmed have no idea what it takes to keep a farm sustained and in business.  This is an insult to the entire farming 
community.

Word "sustainable deleted from heading.  Definition also deleted. 

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-9, Background, Issues and Consideration of 
Options, first sentence

Please delete the words “along Lake Spokane” at the end of this sentence.  It is a large concern in portions of the Chamokane basin and other areas. Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-9, Background, Issues and Consideration of 
Options, third sentence

What legislation is this sentence referring to?  A bill was passed a couple of years ago, but vetoed by the governor stating that WDFW would take care of this.  Also, I personally contacted WDFW this fall to 
ask about a pair of beavers that had taken up residence in a bad spot on my property and was told that WDFW does NOT relocate or trap problem beavers, and that I could hire a trapper, buy my own trapping 
permit, or shoot them if they were damaging my property.  Please delete this sentence.

Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-9, Recommendation LU-16 Please delete the reference to “on Lake Spokane.”  As stated in a comment above, beavers can be a problem in many places throughout the watershed.  The Chamokane water quality needs assessment 
revealed that beavers had good and bad component ant places that were appropriate, and not appropriate.

This recommendation was specifically requested by other Planning Unit members and discussed and 
agreed upon at earlier Planning Unit  meetings.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 8-9, Statement of Support LU-15 Please change this to an objective and all of the dashes to recommendations.  Note that the last dash uses the word “recommending.” Planning Unit agreed on this formatting in the Fall of 2008.  Please see revised format that specifies 
"obligation, recommendation, or action to consider in implementation."

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-1, Background, Issues and Consideration of 
Options

There is a yellow highlighted reference to Appendix X.  This should have been part of the draft plan so comment could have been made on it, and on items related to it in this section.  I believe this is an 
oversight, and should be available for future further comments before the plan is finalized.  (This reference also occurs in other locations.)

This is the Instream Flow Memo.  It was provided previously, and on the County website.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-1, Instream Flow, second paragraph, last 
sentence

Please add to the end of the section: However, the WRIA 54 planning unit has not made a recommendation to Ecology to set the instream flow on any water body in the WRIA.  The process of determining 
the minimum flows and other associated components of a rule may continue into the implementation phase.

Suggested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-2, Statement of Position ISF-1 This entire section is narrative and should be included as such, not under a Recommendation Heading or as a statement.  Please delete titles and rename appropriately.  Please provide more detail on the last 
sentence in paragraph two related to the “West Arm.”

Although it is lengthy and more narrative in nature, this section captures the larger extent of the Planning 
Unit's position on this topic.  For more discussion on the "West Arm" analysis, please see documentation 
developed by Mike Hermanson for the Instream Flow Work Group (refer to Spokane County web site).

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-2, Statement of Position ISF-1, fifth 
paragraph, last sentence

This sentence should be the recommendation.  Please consider adding the recommendation: Ecology and the planning unit will continue to develop a minimum instream flow setting and draft rule using a 
broader community based approach.

Planning Unit previously discussed this on several occasions and agreed that this would be a Statement of 
Position.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-2, Statement of Position ISF-1, fourth 
paragraph, second sentence

This refers to “prioritization of water uses...,” yet there are not priorities listed in this plan.  The planning unit needs to discuss prioritizing water uses and include this in the plan.  The plan is the best 
determination of local concerns and provides guidance from the locals on water manage.  Therefore, please include a list of priorities.

This prioritization could be done as part of an instream flow rule (aka water management rule) as described
in the context of this discussion.  Added item to Chapter 13:  Consider prioritizing beneficial uses.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-3, Statement of Position ISF-2 Again this is just narrative and the headings should be deleted and allow the comments to be text.  Please delete the headings. Edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-3, WRIA 54 Tributaries As part of this section, a recommendation should be made to: Install a gage at the Little Chamokane to allow for setting on instream flows and management of the subbasin.   Please have the planning unit add 
this.

This is covered, if it were to be prioritized by the Planning Unit during implementation, in TI-4 and ISF-3.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page 9-4, top line Contained in parenthesis is “(except Chamokane).”   This is inconsistent with other parts of the plan as stated in previous comments.  The Little Chamokane has been previously stated to have year round 
flow and should be added here.  Also, it was mentioned earlier about Latch Creek and the Little Spokane River.  For consistency, these should be mentioned as lying outside of the boundaries of WRIA 54, 
but do contribute flow to the Spokane River.  Please add appropriate language for consistency and accuracy.

Added Little Chamokane Creek
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Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page iv “Schedule for updating plan” listed twice.  Please delete one reference. Corrected.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page iv Please add a section reference for appendices, including public comments and responses to comments. Added

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Page iv Please add a reference for all pictures and figures in the document. Added

Wes McCart, Stevens County Farm 
Bureau

Table 2-5 (pages 2-11 to 2-13) – Fisheries listed here fits several of the goals, but there are no objectives.  Does the planning unit support or want to improve fisheries?  Please have the planning unit discuss and possibly add this objective.  Much of the data fo
life stages and timing are assumed or lacking.  Is this a data gap?  Is it something the planning unit feels needs to be address?  I do not see any recommendations for filling this gap and I do not recall any discussions.  The 
planning unit should discuss this and make a recommendation if appropriate.  The lines that extend to separate fish also separate comments.  Please correct this as many of the comments apply to an entire section/reach rather 
than a specific fish.  Specific to the Chamokane Creek, there is no timing for the species.  Please add timing.  Do Mountain whitefish and Chinook occur on the entire stream, or just below the falls?  Please clarify this 
information.

Information provided by Spokane Tribe, Avista, and WDFW.  Habitat element not selected for WRIA 54 
Watershed Plan; thus the Plan does not address these issues.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 11-3; Table 11-1; Water Appropriation; box two Please note that a study of the overlap between claims and permit exempt water rights has a low potential of yielding results.  Please have the planning unit reconsider this option and or consider ranking at the bottom. This table does not represent a prioritized list of data needs - clarifying language added to introduction on 
page 11-1.  Reconciling claims and permit exempt wells may be part of a future water demand evaluation 
for specific areas where this may be significant information.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 12-1; Chapter 12 Please note that high quality – low cost curricula and materials are available from the American Geological Institute, the American Water Resources Association, and others. Requested edit completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-1; Chapter 3 There is no mention that ground water in the southern portion of WRIA 54 has a supplying connection to WRIA 43 and/or WRIA 53.  There is also no mention of ground water having a supplying connection in northern WRIA 
54 with WRIA 59.  Please add this to the discussion in this chapter.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-1; Water Rights There seems to be some mixing of terms as it relates to claims.  Please clarify that a claim is not a water right certificate, but merely a statement that people are using water and that water use was established prior to the water 
code.  There is much uncertainty to a claim; it may be relinquished or it may just be a claim.

Requested edits complete.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-1; Water Rights; bullet 1 Is the WRIA 54 planning unit going to review all of the claims and determine if they are valid to refine actual current use?  This sound like a job for a water cop or an adjudication not a study.  Please clarify. No, the WRIA 54 Planning Unit has not plan to review claims.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-1; Water Use Please clarify the methodology used for the water use estimate and where the data was obtained.  We assume that “potential water rights” are all certificates and claims.  What is the assumption used on exempt wells?  Is it 5,000 
gals/day or some other figure?  Also, these figures are not consistent with other sections of the plan.  Please correct this inconsistency.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-10 Please note that the studies for inadequate water supply in the West Plains and infrastructure cost to bring in outside water or store water are all externalized development cost, therefore these cost should be paid entirely by the 
affected owners.

The Plan does not address financial responsbilities.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-2; Table 3-1 The net demand is 50% of the amount stated on the previous page.  A consumptive use quantity of 56,639 or 25,970 is critical to determine demands for human use.  Please clarify this figure and explain the differences.  Also, if 
you figure the total area of WRIA 54 and multiply that by the average rainfall and subtract the evapotranspiration, you will see that the WRIA basin as a whole is dependent of water from outside its borders.  This is a different 
picture then the table gives you of only 0.4% from human use.  Please add this to your discussion.

Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-3; last bullet on page Please note that the entire burden to solve the low DO problem is placed on WRIA 57 and Avista.  Please add language to address this issue. This was not discussed.  No edits made to the Plan.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-3; Potential Future Water Sources; bullet 1 Please add to this item that this possible surface water availability is mostly subject to downstream demand for consumptive use, power and cooling, and instream flow. Bullet is accurate as written.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-3; Potential Future Water Sources; bullet 2 Please note that only Chamokane Creek has significant potential for storage for out of stream use.  Please add language to address this issue. Storage opportunities in Chamokane Creek are noted elsewhere in the Plan.  The Plan also provides for 
possible support of other storage projects, not currently identified.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-3; Potential Future Water Sources; bullet 3 Please note that the paleochannel aquifers are tributary to WRIA 43.  Please add language to address this issue. Current understanding of the paleochannel aquifers indicates flow toward the Spokane River.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-3; Potential Future Water Sources; bullet 4 Please note that the CRBG aquifers are recharged in WRIA 54 and flow into WRIA’s 43 and 53.  Please add language to address this issue. Please refer to the Phase 2 Level 1 Data Compilation and Technical Assessment for a complete discussion 
of all of these questions.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-3; Potential Future Water Sources; bullet 6 Please note that 99% of the SVRP is in Idaho and 1% is from WRIA 57.  WRIA 54 ranks dead last in political power to place demand on the SVRP.  Please add language to address this issue. The political power of WRIA 54 is not an appropriate topic for inclusion in the Plan.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-4; bullet 1 Please note that heavy metals in suspended sediment are 1-2 orders of magnitude higher in the Spokane Arm compared to anywhere else in Lake Roosevelt.  Please add language to address this issue. Please provide data to support this.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-4; bullet 6 Please note that the Sherwood Mine reclamation included the mill site at Ford with ponds of acidic tailings along Chamokane Creek.  The final cap material was changed from imported low-level waste to clean fill after public 
protest in the early 1980’s.  Please add language to address this issue.

Requested edits completed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-4; bullet 7 Please note that the contaminate compound is ClO4.  Please add language to address this issue. Requested edit completed

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-5; last dash on right at bottom of the page
Please add ClO4 to the list of materials that need to be studied.

Requested edit accepted.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 3-9; Example Draft Instream Flow 
Recommendations

Please include language that: The setting of the instream flow for the Spokane River is the single most contentious part of this document. This topic is covered in Chapter 9.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 4-3; Background and Issues; bullet 1 Please note that this statement is not the result of relinquishment alone, but because there is a lack of alternative incentives.  Please add language to address this issue. The relinquishment example is just one case of unintended negative consequences.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 4-5; Recommendations Please consider adding the following recommendation: Encourage the legislature to allow Water Conservancy Boards to establish water banking programs and trust water programs, where the Water Conservancy Board holds the
contract for the water.

Per Planning Unit discussion on 3/25/09, added as "Recommendation WFN-6.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 4-5; Recommendations Please consider adding the following recommendation:  Determination of quantity and validity should be part of the due diligence for NRCS cost share of water projects.  Water Conservancy Boards could provide support in 
helping NRCS with their determinations.

Per Planning Unit discussion on 3/25/09, not added.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 5-2; Water Reclamation and Reuse Please add a bullet that states: At least one family of four in Bruce Creek watershed supports a high standard of living with only water harvested from the dwelling roof. Need more information before this could be added.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 5-3; Recommendation WUE-1 Please note that there is no mention of Stevens County PUD as a significant purveyor in WRIA 54.  Please add language to address this issue. Stevens P.U.D. added.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 6-5; first paragraph; third sentence The figure of 5,792 acre-feet/year means that the average daily use of permit exempt wells is 1,400 gals/day every day of the year.  This seems like an unreasonable amount.  Please verify and provide some information on how 
this assumption was made and its validity.  Also, this seems inconsistent with figures in other places of the plan.  Please provide consistency.

Please see revised text which provides an estimate developed using methodology developed for the 
Colville River watershed.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 7-2 Please add to the appropriate bullet that: The entire length of Chamokane Creek has potential for soil aquifer storage by stream grade control. This was not discussed.  We would need more information before this could be added.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 7-2; bullet 6; Beaver Ponds All of the northern tributaries (to the Spokane River) have lots of beaver potential, but forage is a common limiting factor.  Please add language to address this issue. Noted, no edit to Plan.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 7-3; 1st bullet Please note that this could be done on a large scale in the Bull Pasture area of the Spokane Reservation.  Also, near contour, high flow diversions can augment recharge in the CBRG aquifers by increasing the intersection of the 
aquifers by the southern tributaries to the Spokane River.  Please add language to address this issue.

Noted.  These could be projects brought to the Planning Unit during implementation.  These were not 
evaluated in the water storage study done for WRIA 54.

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 7-3; last bullet Please note that a storm water infiltration project will be built on south Lincoln Street in Spokane this year. Noted

Wes McCart, Stevens County Water 
Conservancy Board

Page 7-4; Water conservation policies and projects 
bullet

Please note that riparian plantations and replacing riparian bluegrass lawns with low growing shrubs can conserve instream flow in urbanized areas.  Please add language to address this issue. Content of this bullet does not include specifics regarding methodologies.

Page 13 of 13
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ACRONYMS  

ASR = Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
BMPs = Best Management Practices 
CFS = Cubic Feet Per Second 
CRBG = Columbia River Basalt Group 
CWSP = Coordinated Water System Plan 
DIP = Detailed Implementation Plan 
DOH or WDOH = Washington Department of Health 
DNS = Determination of Non-significance 
DO = Dissolved Oxygen 
DS = Determination of Significance 
E3 = Education, Environment, Economy (Washington State Education Program) 
Ecology or WDOE = Washington Department of Ecology 
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA = Environmental Protection Agency 
FERC = Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
FOTOG = Field Operations Technical Guide 
GIS = Geographical Information System 
GMA = Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) 
GPD = Gallons Per Day 
IRMP = Integrated Resource Management Plan  
LID = Low Impact Development 
MOA = Memorandum of Agreement 
MOU = Memorandum of Understanding 
NDMA = N-nitrosodimethylamine 
NOAA = National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS = Natural Resource Conservation Service 
OFM = Office of Financial Management 
PCB = Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
PHABSIM = Physical Habitat Simulation System 
PRISM = Parameter-elevation Regressions on Independent Slopes Model 
PUD = Public Utility District  
QAPP = Quality Assurance Monitoring Plan 
RCW = Revised Code of Washington 
RWCC = Regional Water Conservation Collaboration  
SEPA = State Environmental Policy Act 
SMA = Shorelines Management Act 
SVRP = Spokane Valley Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer 
SWSL = Surface Water Source Limitations 
TCE = Trichloroethylene 
TDG = Total Dissolved Gas 
TMDL = Total Maximum Daily Load 
UGA = Urban Growth Area 
USFS = United States Forest Service 
USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS = United States Geological Survey 
WA = Washington 



WAC = Washington Administrative Code 
WDFW = Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
WDOE or Ecology = Washington Department of Ecology 
WDOH or DOH = Washington Department of Health 
WDNR = Washington Department of Natural Resources 
WRATS = Water Right Application Tracking System 
WRIA = Water Resource Inventory Area 
WRIA 54 = Water Resource Inventory Area 54 (the Lower Spokane River Watershed) 
WSU = Washington State University 
WUCC = Washington Utilities Coordinating Council  
WUA = Weighted Usable Area 
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Linkage between Watershed Plan Legal Requirements and WRIA 54 Goals, Obligations, Recommendations and Statements of Support or Position

RCW 90.82 Watershed 
Plan
Requirement 

WRIA 54 Watershed Plan Goals WRIA 54 Watershed Plan Obligations, Recommendations, and Statements of 
Support or Position 

No specific 
requirement – 
applies to 
multiple 
watershed plan 
elements 

– Address data gaps 
that are critical to 
implementing 
watershed plan goals 
and
recommendations.

– Prioritize technical 
data needs. 
Prioritization is 
needed to manage 
workload and will 
reveal overlapping 
needs.

– As issues and data 
gaps are prioritized, 
these priorities may 
influence other 
entities’ projects and 
focus areas. Funding 
may also be sought 
for prioritized 
projects.

– Raise public 
awareness of water 
resources issues in 
WRIA 54. 

– Support WRIA 54 

• Recommendation TI-4: Stream flow monitoring for WRIA 54 
tributaries—Establish stream flow monitoring program for WRIA 
54 tributaries. Monitoring locations would be determined based on 
available funding, labor and equipment resources and the priorities 
as determined by the Planning Unit at the time of initiating the 
monitoring program.  

• Recommendation TI-6: Recommend local governments and 
conservation districts seek to increase funding for water and natural 
resources staff, in part to carry forth Plan implementation beyond 
the Phase 4 grant funding. Additional staff and/or funding support 
is needed to implement water resources management projects and 
programs, and to conduct and supervise technical studies needed for 
water management. 

• Recommendation TI-7: Recommend that the Legislature support 
Ecology’s ambient groundwater monitoring program and 
recommend that Ecology consider the West Plains for an ambient 
groundwater monitoring program. 

• Statement of Support TI-8: Support Collection of Water 
Resources Data—Continued data collection is essential to building 
the knowledge base necessary for informed water resources 
management. Data collection efforts may be accomplished by 
individual entities, the Planning Unit, and volunteer efforts. All data 
collected through Planning Unit supported efforts will be available 
to Planning Unit members.  

• Statement of Support EDU-1: Water resources education 
programs in WRIA 54 should contribute information to and support 
E3 Washington. 



Watershed Plan 
recommendations. 

– Raise public 
awareness of how the 
actions of individuals 
affect the watershed 
and encourage 
citizens to change 
their behavior related 
to watershed issues. 

– Support and 
collaborate with 
education and 
outreach programs. 

– Create a mechanism 
to educate elected 
officials about 
watershed issues and 
options and to 
support informed 
decisions.

• Recommendation EDU-2: Conduct a water resource education 
needs assessment in WRIA 54. 

• Statement of Support EDU-3: Include funding for education and 
outreach (staff and materials) within grant applications where 
applicable.

• Recommendation EDU-4: The legislature should provide 
additional funding for education and outreach staff, such as for 
conservation districts, for efforts within WRIA 54.  

• Statement of Support EDU-5: Ecology should make education 
and outreach a priority. 

• Statement of Support EDU-6: Encourage local governments to 
hire or retain education and outreach staff. 

• Obligation IMP-1: Develop a framework for the future structure of 
the WRIA 54 Planning Unit to guide implementation and water 
resources management during and beyond Phase 4. 

• Obligation IMP-2: The Planning Unit recommends that the 
Memorandum of Agreement that guides the Planning Unit’s Phase 
3 activities be amended to include Phase 4. 

• Obligation IMP-3: The Planning Unit agreed that memoranda of 
understanding or memoranda of agreement between the 
implementing entities and Ecology should be developed in the first 
year of Phase 4 to guide management of WRIA 54 water resources 
beyond Phase 4. Because Ecology does not represent other state 
agencies in Phase 4 as it does in Phase 3, the Planning Unit may 
also need agreements with other state agencies. The Planning Unit 
acknowledged that the agreements should have a broad scope and 
provide over-arching guidance to address water resources issues 
across jurisdictional boundaries. 

• Recommendation IMP-4: The Planning unit recommends updating the 
Watershed Plan and Detailed Implementation Plan (DIP) in year four of 
implementation (2012-2013) and then every five years following this 
first update. For efficiencies, the Planning Unit recommends that the 
DIP be updated in conjunction with the Watershed Plan. Although it 



would be convenient for Watershed Plan and DIP updates to coincide 
with planning updates under the state Growth Management Act, this 
would not be practical since WRIA 54 includes three counties (i.e., 
Spokane, Stevens and Lincoln Counties) that have different GMA 
planning timelines. 

Water Quantity 
Element 
(RCW
90.82.070):  
“Watershed
planning under 
this chapter 
shall address 
water quantity 
in the 
management
area by 
undertaking an 
assessment of 
water supply 
and use in the 
management
area and 
developing 
strategies for 
future use.  (2) 
Strategies for 
increasing
water supplies 
in the 
management
area, which 
may include, 

– Strive for water 
availability in the 
future to protect 
quality of life, a 
healthy economy, and 
a healthy 
environment. 

– Promote sustainable 
use of water 
resources.

– Strive for realistic 
laws and regulations 
that support 
sustainable
management of water 
resources. 

– Coordinate water 
availability and areas 
of development. 

– Promote 
implementation of 
water storage projects 
that will provide 
water for both 
instream and out-of-
stream needs. 

– Encourage, perform 
and coordinate 
studies to better 

• Recommendation WRA-1: Recommend that the State legislature 
provide more staff and funding to the Washington Department of 
Ecology to process water rights and for compliance activities. The 
Planning Unit particularly encourages consideration of establishing 
a regional water master. 

• Recommendation WRA-2: Regular updates from Ecology to the 
Planning Unit regarding water right activity in WRIA 54. The 
Planning Unit or its members may provide input to Ecology 
through the normal public comment periods associated with these 
actions.

• Recommendation WRA-3: Consider prioritizing hydrologic 
subbasins for Ecology to process water rights applications. Note 
that all subbasins in a priority area would need to be included and 
that Ecology has to follow state laws to process water rights in 
order of application date, but can do so within a subbasin or 
watershed.

• Recommendation WRA-4: Conservancy Boards in Stevens, 
Spokane and Lincoln Counties should develop and maintain a 
public database of willing water rights buyers and sellers within 
their counties. The Conservancy Boards will need to make 
statements that the extent and validity of water rights in the 
database are not guaranteed. (This is currently being implemented 
by the Stevens County Water Conservancy Board.) 

• Recommendation WRA-5: Recommend that the Spokane Tribe 
develop a water code for the Spokane Tribe and Reservation, 
including fee lands. 

• Recommendation WRA-6: Planning Unit will review, discuss, and 
recommend improvements to the relinquishment law.  

• Recommendation WUE-1: Coordinate water use efficiency and 



but are not 
limited to, 
increasing
water supplies 
through water 
conservation,
water reuse, 
the use of 
reclaimed 
water,
voluntary 
water
transfers,
aquifer
recharge and 
recover,
additional
water
allocations, or 
additional
water storage 
and water 
storage
enhancements.  
The objective 
of these 
strategies is to 
supply water 
in sufficient 
quantities to 
satisfy the 
minimum 
instream flows 
for fish and to 

understand water 
resources. 

– Strive for consistency 
and coordination 
between the WRIA 
54 Watershed Plan 
and local land use 
plans and 
development 
regulations. 

– Coordinate water 
availability and areas 
of development. 

– Strive for 
development that 
results in sustainable 
land use. 

– Support property 
owners’ rights, 
including legal access 
to water. 

– Support public access 
to water for 
recreation. 

conservation measures in WRIA 54 through the existing Regional 
Water Conservation Collaboration and Spokane County 
Coordinated Water System Planning.  

• Recommendation WUE-2: Recommend that local governments 
work toward improved water use efficiency in landscaping and 
other outdoor water uses.  

• Recommendation WUE-3: Recommend that counties, cities and 
water purveyors develop and implement indoor and outdoor water 
conservation incentives. 

• Recommendation WUE-4: Recommend that purveyors provide 
notice to the Planning Unit when they initiate water use 
efficiency/conservation goal setting. 

• Recommendation WUE-5: Additional funding is needed to 
support implementation of water conservation and reclaimed water 
use.

• Statement of Support WUE-6: Where cost-effective and 
appropriate, support continued funding for County Conservation 
Districts and the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) work with agricultural irrigators to assess and improve 
water use efficiency. 

• Statement of Support WUE-7: Where cost-effective and 
appropriate, support development of and coordinate with 
surrounding WRIAs for use of reclaimed water. 

• Recommendation WFN-1: Consider a regional management and 
coordination organization for water supply on the West Plains. This 
organization should encourage improvement of connectivity 
between water systems, as allowed by cost and water right 
constraints.

• Recommendation WFN-2: Complete planning for water usage on 
the reservation and improvements needed for the Spokane Tribe’s 
water systems.  

• Recommendation WFN-3: Recommend formation of a 
Chamokane Basin Watershed Council to resolve water-related 
issues in the Chamokane Basin. This Watershed Council may 



provide water 
for future out-
of-stream uses 
for water 
identified in 
the assessment 
and to ensure 
that adequate 
water supplies 
are available 
for agriculture, 
energy 
production, 
and population 
and economic 
growth under 
the
requirements 
of the state’s 
growth
management
act, chapter 
36.70A RCW.  
These
strategies, in 
and of 
themselves, 
shall not be 
construed to 
confer new 
water rights.
The watershed 
plan must 
address the 

consist of Chamokane Basin residents, Stevens County, the 
Spokane Tribe, WRIA 54 Planning Unit members and others. 

• Recommendation WFN-4: Local governments, the Tribe and 
water purveyors should assess subarea water supply needs, identify 
appropriate measures from a range of options, and facilitate options 
that are economically viable and provide long-term sustainability.  

• Recommendation WFN-5: Establish a program to collect data and 
evaluate where permit-exempt wells are a concern. Develop 
management options for problem areas. Affected local governments 
and Ecology should provide technical support and funding; 
counties, purveyors, Ecology and Regional Health District should 
coordinate.

• Recommendation WFN-6: The WRIA 54 Planning Unit, Ecology, 
counties, and the Stevens, Spokane and Lincoln County Water 
Conservancy Boards should explore water rights trusts, banking, 
water leasing and acquisition. 

• Recommendation WFN-7: The state Legislature should amend 
current law to allow water banking throughout the state. 

• Recommendation WS-1: Evaluate aquifer storage and recovery 
and enhanced recharge for the West Plains, considering reclaimed 
water as a priority source but not excluding other water sources. 

• Recommendation WS-2: Promote the connectivity of the West 
Plains area so that water can be efficiently distributed where it is 
needed. Increased connectivity could consist of building more 
infrastructure for intermittent buying and selling of water or for 
permanent water rights transfers.  

• Recommendation WS-3: Promote and support water storage 
projects initiated by individual entities throughout the watershed to 
meet instream flows and to provide water for residents, business 
and projected growth in Spokane, Lincoln, and Stevens Counties 
and the Spokane Indian Reservation. Several projects have been 
identified in the Chamokane Creek watershed. 

• Statement of Support LU-1: The Washington Utilities 
Coordinating Council has initiated a review of the Coordinated 



strategies
required under 
this
subsection.   

Water System Plan and determined not to conduct a complete 
update at this time. If an update is initiated, the Planning Unit 
supports addressing such issues as: use of consistent population 
estimates; consistency with approved Comprehensive Plans; 
improvements to the way commitments to provide water are 
managed for plats that may not develop for several years; planning 
to provide water for current and future needs on the West Plains; 
evaluation of transferring water from the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum 
Prairie (SVRP) Aquifer to the West Plains; sharing, leasing and 
acquisition of water rights; sharing of water system plans with 
adjacent purveyors; water-right transfers; connectivity; 
infrastructure improvements; and conservation. 

• Recommendation LU-2: Water system plans and other local land 
use plans should be consistent.  

• Recommendation LU-3: Entities involved in long-range land use 
planning within WRIA 54 should evaluate the “carrying capacity” 
of land related to available or proposed water supply to support 
responsible development consistent with comprehensive planning. 
If water is not available, there needs to be a plan to provide water to 
the area. Funding assistance will be necessary to implement this 
recommendation.  

• Recommendation LU-4: The state should provide technical 
support and funding to counties and cities to identify areas of 
strained water resources. 

• Recommendation LU-5: Counties and cities should identify and 
consider adding areas of strained water resources to comprehensive 
land use plans and development regulations (through, for example, 
water supply overlay zones). 

• Recommendation LU-6: Recommend that counties, purveyors, 
Ecology, and interested Planning Unit members collaborate to 
develop flexible local guidelines for demonstration of water supply 
availability and sustainability. Methods may include but are not 
limited to hydrogeologic investigation and characterization reports. 

• Recommendation LU-7: Recommend that Ecology provide 



technical assistance and funding for ongoing support in the 
implementation of guidelines developed in Recommendation LU-6 
to demonstrate sufficient water availability and sustainability for 
proposed and existing uses for Comprehensive Plan amendments 
and associated zoning changes. 

• Recommendation LU-8: Recommend that Spokane County 
require applicants to demonstrate sufficient water availability and 
sustainability for proposed and existing uses for Comprehensive 
Plan amendments and associated zoning changes. 

• Recommendation LU-9: Pursue funding to conduct more regional 
water supply availability studies through WRIA 54 Watershed Plan 
implementation. 

• Recommendation LU-10: Spokane County should identify barriers 
and plan for the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan goals 
and policies discussed above, which are aimed at securing adequate 
water quantity for the residents of Spokane County. This will 
require development of methodologies to accurately evaluate the 
“carrying capacity” of land related to water supply, and application 
of these methodologies to ensure responsible development 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Spokane 
County and Ecology could collaborate to develop guidelines for 
demonstration of water supply availability and sustainability. 
Methods may include but are not limited to hydrogeologic 
investigation and characterization reports. 

• Recommendation LU-11: The Planning Unit recommends an 
evaluation of methodologies and the review process used to 
determine water availability for proposed development projects, in 
order to better determine that permitted projects have a viable water 
supply.  

• Recommendation LU-12: Recommend that Spokane County add 
the following condition for the approval of a final plat: “Prior to 
filing the final plat, the applicant will demonstrate provision of 
adequate potable water supply by providing one of the following: 
– A letter from a water purveyor stating they will serve the 



proposed subdivision. If a plat is not developed for a specified 
amount of time, this commitment may need to be reconfirmed 
by the water purveyor. 

– A copy of a water right permit from the Department of Ecology 
with adequate quantity to serve the proposed subdivision; 

– A plan to supply the proposed subdivision within the 
groundwater exemption specified in Revised Code of 
Washington (RCW) 90.54.050 that complies with the 1997 
Attorney General Opinion, Washington State Supreme Court 
Decision Department of Ecology vs. Campbell and Gwinn, LLC 
and Washington State Department of Health guidelines for 
residential water use.”

• Recommendation LU-13: Recommend that Spokane County add 
one or more of the following to the requirements for exemption 
from the subdivision ordinance:
– Demonstration of water supply
– Only three parcels can be created 
– Parcels must be 40 acres or greater 
– Public notice of proposed land division.

• Statement of Support LU-14: The Planning Unit recommends 
support for sustainable agriculture (including forestry).  

• Statement of Support LU-15: Support efforts to provide public 
access to water-related recreation areas.  

• Recommendation LU-16: A study is recommended to evaluate the 
land use impacts of beavers on Lake Spokane and to consider 
relocation of beavers to the properties of willing landowners. This 
could be coordinated with the Lands Council project to evaluate the 
role of beavers in providing water storage. 

• Recommendation TI-1: Basalt Aquifer Groundwater Study—The 
Columbia River Basalt Group aquifers that underlie the West Plains 
area are used for water supply. Groundwater levels have declined in 
some areas, indicating the groundwater resource is potentially 
strained. A better understanding of the aquifers in the West Plains 
area would be beneficial to understand how this resource can be 



used in a sustainable way.  
• Recommendation TI-2: Identification of Areas of Strained Water 

Resources—Identifying potential and existing areas of strained 
water resources, where water supply is not currently available to 
meet growing water demand for out-of-stream water needs, is a 
major data need for WRIA 54. The Planning Unit supports 
development of methodologies to accurately identify areas of 
strained water resources, and development of tools to manage land 
use needs associated with these areas.  

• Recommendation TI-3: Develop Water Supply and Demand 
Forecast for Prioritized Areas 
– Utilize growth projections, zoning, building/permit activity 
– Relate to parcel data, water service areas 
– Identify existing water sources and capacity 
– Determine unit water needs and conservation/infrastructure 

assumptions 

Instream Flow 
Element 
(RCW
90.82.080)t:  
“If minimum 
stream flows 
have not been 
adopted by 
rule for a 
stream within 
the
management
area, setting 
the minimum 
instream flows 

– Balance the needs of 
instream and out of 
stream uses. 

• Statement of Position ISF-1: The Spokane River Instream Flow 
Work Group’s memorandum documents the WRIA 54 Planning 
Unit’s position regarding instream flow for the main stem Spokane 
River above Nine Mile Dam, with the one addition of requesting 
that the option of a water right reservation be considered from the 
“West Arm” of the SVRP Aquifer. 

 When Ecology undertakes setting an instream flow for the Spokane 
River, the WRIA 54 Planning Unit recommends considering the 
option of a water right reservation from the “West Arm” of the 
SVRP Aquifer. Prioritization of water uses for future allocation 
within WRIA 54 could be applied if a reservation for future water 
use were included in an instream flow rule, by reserving water for 
certain purposes such as, in no order of priority, environmental 
enhancement, agriculture, domestic or municipal supply, stock 
watering or commercial and industrial purposes. The Planning Unit 
understands that the state caucus will not currently support a 



shall be a 
collaborative
effort between 
the department 
(of Ecology) 
and members 
of the planning 
unit.  The 
department 
must attempt 
to achieve 
consisnsus and 
approval
among the 
members of 
the planning 
unit regarding 
the minimum 
flows to be 
adopted by the 
department.  
Approval is 
achieved if all 
government 
members and 
tribes that 
have been 
invited and 
accepted on 
the planning 
unit present 
for a recorded 
vote
unanimously 

reservation of water for municipal water supply due to existing 
inchoate water rights in the Spokane River watershed that can meet 
future water demand, Other concerns include declining summer low 
flows, water quality issues, and impacts on senior water right 
holders.

 Prior to Ecology undertaking rule-making for this reach, the 
Planning Unit would like a broader community-based process that 
incorporates the flexibility needed to meet the varied water needs of 
the region and presents a complete set of the information that was 
developed through the Watershed planning process. This is likely to 
require a minimum two-year effort. If Ecology is prepared to 
support this effort, the Planning Unit urges Ecology to initiate this 
work as soon as possible. 

• Statement of Position ISF-2: The Planning Unit chose not to 
recommend a control point at Little Falls at this time.  

• Recommendation ISF-3: The Planning Unit recommends a phased 
pursuit of instream flow rules for tributary subbasins. A phased 
approach is recommended, such that the effort could be 
discontinued if it is found that development of a rule does not 
provide water management benefits for the tributary basin. 

• Recommendation TI-5: Evaluate feasibility of establishing a 
stream flow gauge below Nine Mile Dam. Such a gage was 
identified as a need by the Spokane River Instream Flow Work 
Group so that Spokane River flow, including discharge from the 
SVRP Aquifer downstream from the ‘at Spokane’ gage, could be 
measured directly rather than estimated. 



vote to support 
the proposed 
minimum 
instream 
flows, and all 
nongovernmen
tal members of 
the planning 
unit present 
for the 
recorded vote, 
by a majority, 
vote to support 
the proposed 
minimum 
instream 
flows.”

Water Quality Element 
(RCW
90.82.090):  
“Watershed
shall include: 

A recommended 
approach for 
implementing 
the total 
maximum 
daily load 
established for 
achieving
compliance 
with water 

– The WRIA 54 
Watershed Plan will 
identify and address 
water quality issues 
within WRIA 54, 
recognizing that 
select issues and 
needs are currently 
being addressed 
through separate 
programs/processes. 

– The WRIA 54 
Planning Unit will 
coordinate with 
separate ongoing 
programs and 
processes that relate 

• Recommendation WQ-1: Implement the monitoring described in 
the Quality Assurance Project Plan for Nine Mile Area Non-Point 
Source Monitoring Study: Water Quality Monitoring Study (Tetra 
Tech, 2009) and proceed with a study to monitor and assess non-
point sources from the surface water and groundwater that drain 
directly to Lake Spokane. Implementation is recommended as an 
early action or Phase 4 action. 

• Statement of Support WQ-2: Support monitoring efforts 
undertaken by individual entities, regional groups or the Planning 
Unit. Current applicable monitoring programs include new Ecology 
ambient surface water quality monitoring stations that do not 
currently have secure long-term funding, and City of Spokane 
sediment oxygen demand sampling in Lake Spokane. 

• Obligation WQ-3: Ecology will keep the Planning Unit informed 
about progress on all total maximum daily loads (water quality 
improvement plans) in WRIA 54, either through verbal updates at 
Planning Unit meetings or email updates to those on the email 



quality 
standards for 
the nonmarine 
bodies of 
water in the 
management
area, unless a 
total
maximum 
daily load 
process has 
begun in the 
mangment 
area as of the 
date the 
watershed
planning 
process is 
initiated under 
RCW
90.82.060. 

Recommended means 
of monitoring 
by appropriate 
government 
agencies
whether
actions taken 
to implement 
the approach 
to bring about 
improvements 
in water 

to water quality. distribution list.  
• Recommendation WQ-4: Implement the monitoring program 

described in the Quality Assurance Project Plan for the 
Paleochannel Water Quality Monitoring Study (Tetra Tech and 
GeoEngineers, March 2009). 

• Statement of Support WQ-5: The Planning Unit will support non-
point source assessments, monitoring, and reduction efforts, 
including non-point source reduction efforts recommended in the 
Chamokane Creek Watershed Plan. 

• Statement of Position WQ-6: The Planning Unit recommends 
implementation of existing city and county stormwater management 
plans and development of stormwater programs in the WRIA where 
none currently exists. The Planning Unit emphasizes the following 
elements in managing stormwater: 
– Improve coordination between land use regulators (counties, 

cities and the Washington Department of Natural Resources) 
and Ecology regarding stormwater permits so that land use 
regulators have improved understanding of when this type of 
permitting is required. 

– Encourage counties and cities to develop land clearing and 
grading incentives or ordinances such as best management 
practices based on NRCS FOTOG and the Eastern Washington 
Stormwater Manual.

– Encourage counties and cities to consider incentives for low 
impact development that incorporates measures such as 
pervious surfaces and on-site stormwater treatment. 

– Encourage counties to consider land use policies that preserve 
vegetation in natural (undeveloped) drainages. 

– Recommend that that cities and counties, the Washington 
Department of Health, Ecology and health districts address 
inadequate wastewater and stormwater systems. 

• Recommendation WQ-7: The Planning Unit recommends that 
local governments retain qualified wetlands scientists to review 
wetland delineations and administer the wetland portion of critical 



quality are 
sufficient to 
achieve
compliance 
with water 
quality 
standards.

areas ordinances. 
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APPENDIX F 
SPOKANE COUNTY SEPA CHECKLIST 

Note:  The SEPA analysis presented in Appendix B may fulfill SEPA review 
requirements for Lincoln and Stevens County through adoption of the Statewide 
Enivironmental Impact Statement.  Spokane County requires additional SEPA review.  
As such, a SEPA Checklist and Addendum for Non-Project Actions has been prepared 
and is provided below.

Purpose of Checklist: 

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all 
governmental agencies to consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before 
making decisions.  An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared for all 
proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of the environment.  
The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the agency 
identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if 
it can be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required. 

Instructions for Applicants: 

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your 
proposal.  Governmental agencies use this checklist to determine whether the 
environmental impacts of your proposal are significant, requiring preparation of an EIS.  
Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or give the best 
description you can. 

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  
In most cases, you should be able to answer the questions from your own observations 
or project plans without the need to hire experts.  If you really do not know the answer, 
or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply."  
Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and 
landmark designations.  Answer these questions if you can.  If you have problems, the 
governmental agencies can assist you. 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them 
over a period of time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information 
that will help describe your proposal or its environmental effects.  The agency to which 
you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional 
information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse 
impact.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals: 

Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be 
answered "does not apply."  In addition, complete the Supplemental Sheet for 
Nonproject Actions (Part D). 



For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," 
and "property or site," should be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected 
geographic area," respectively. 



A. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: 

Watershed Management Plan - Water Resource Inventory Areas 54  

Lower Spokane River 

2. Name of applicant: 

Water Resource Inventory Areas 54 Planning Unit 

Spokane County – Lead Agency 

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 

Spokane County Public Works Department, Division of Utilities 
Attn: Robert Lindsay, LG, Water Resources Mgr. 
1026 West Broadway Avenue 
Spokane, WA  99260-0430 
Phone Number:  (509) 477-3604 

4. Date checklist prepared: 

 April 20, 2009 

5. Agency requesting checklist: 

Spokane County Public Works Department, Division of Utilities 

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

The WRIA 54 Watershed Management Plan (Plan) includes recommended actions but 
does not include a schedule for implementation.  The next phase of the project is to 
develop a Detailed Implementation Plan (DIP) that will include a schedule.  

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related 
to or connected with this proposal?  If yes, explain: 

As stated above, the next phase is the development of a DIP.  The DIP will include a 
schedule for implementation of recommended actions detailed in the Plan.  Activities 
identified for implementation by various participating agencies will be reviewed for SEPA 
compliance at the time of implementation planning specific to the recommended action.   

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or 
will be prepared, directly related to this proposal. 

 Separate Environmental Checklists, with detailed environmental information, will be 
prepared for specific recommended actions, as required. 



9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of 
other proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?  If yes, 
explain.

 No applications are pending at this time.   

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if 
known. 

 Per Washington State RCW 90.82, approval of the WRIA 54 Watershed Management 
Plan is achieved by a majority of the commissioners in Spokane, Lincoln, and Stevens 
Counties. 

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses 
and the size of the project and site.  There are several questions later in this 
checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not 
need to repeat those answers on this page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form 
to include additional specific information on project description.) 

 The expectation of the WRIA 54 Planning Unit is to implement the various recommended 
actions of the Plan.  The Plan has approximately 53 recommended actions.  Specific 
projects have been envisioned in the Plan and strategies for implementation of those 
projects will be developed in the initial year following approval.  

12. Location of the proposal.  Give sufficient information for a person to understand 
the precise location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, 
and section, township, and range, if known.  If a proposal would occur over a 
range of area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s).  Provide a legal 
description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available.  
While you should submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required 
to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications related 
to this checklist. 

 The Plan pertains to the areas described as the Lower Spokane River Watershed (WRIA 
54) in Spokane, Lincoln, and Stevens Counties. 

13. Does the proposed action lie within the Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA)?  The City of 
Spokane, Spokane Valley or Liberty Lake? 
Yes

14. The following questions supplement Part A. 

a. Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) / Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA). 

(1) Describe any systems, other than those designed for the disposal of sanitary 
waste installed for the purpose of discharging fluids below the ground surface 
(includes systems such as those for the disposal of stormwater or drainage 
from floor drains).  Describe the type of system, the amount of material to be 
disposed of through the system and the types of material likely to be disposed 



Does not apply.

(2) Will any chemicals (especially organic solvents or petroleum fuels) be stored 
in aboveground or underground storage tanks?  If so, what types and 
quantities of material will be stored? 

Does not apply. 
(3) What protective measures will be taken to insure that leaks or spills of any 

chemicals stored or used on site will not be allowed to percolate to groundwater.  
This includes measures to keep chemicals out of disposal systems. 
Does not apply.

(4) Will any chemicals be stored, handled or used on the site in a location where a 
spill or leak will drain to surface or groundwater or to a stormwater disposal 
system discharging to surface groundwater? 
Does not apply.

b. Stormwater. 
(1) What are the depths on the site or groundwater and to bedrock (if known)? 

Does not apply.

(2) Will stormwater be discharged into the ground?  If so, describe any potential 
impacts. 
Does not apply. 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 

1. Earth 

a. General description of the site (circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, 
mountainous, other

The area covered by the Plan is large and encompasses a wide range of 
terrains, slopes, soils, and bodies of surface water.  Separate Environmental 
Checklists, with detailed environmental information, will be prepared for specific 
recommended actions, as required. 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 

See 1.a. 
c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, 

gravel, peat, muck)?  If you know the classification of agricultural soils, 
specify them and note any prime farmland. 

 See 1.a. 



d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate 
vicinity?  If so, describe.    

 See 1.a. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or 
grading proposed.  Indicate source of fill. 

 Does not apply.. 

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, 
generally describe. 

 Does not apply. 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces 
after project construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? 

Does not apply.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the 
earth, if any: 

 Does not apply. 

2. Air 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., 
dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke) during construction and 
when the project is completed?  If any, generally describe and give 
approximate quantities if known. 

Does not apply.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your 
proposal?  If so, generally describe. 

 Does not apply. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, 
if any: 

Does not apply. 

3. Water 

a. Surface: 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the 
site (including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, 



ponds, wetlands)?  If yes, describe type and provide names.  If 
appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 

Yes, the area covered by the Plan is large and encompasses a wide 
range of terrains, slopes, soils, and bodies of surface water.  Separate 
Environmental Checklists, with detailed environmental information, will be 
prepared for specific recommended actions, as required.

2) Will the project require any work over, in, adjacent to (within 200 feet) 
the described waters?  If yes, please describe and attach available 
plans.

Potentially, see 3.a.1 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in 
or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the 
site that would be affected.  Indicate the source of fill material. 

See 3.a.1

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give 
general descriptions, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 

See 3.a.1

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location 
on the site plan. 

See 3.a.1

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface 
waters?  If so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of 
discharge.
 Does not apply. 

b. Ground: 

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground 
water?  Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities 
if known. 

Potentially. The Plan includes a wide range of options to augment stream 
flows and/or recharge the aquifers in the area.  Separate Environmental 
Checklists, with detailed environmental information, will be prepared for 
specific recommended actions, as required. 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from 
septic tanks or other sources, if any (for example:  Domestic sewage; 
industrial, containing the following applicable), or the number of 
animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.  



Does not apply.

c. Water Runoff (including storm water): 

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of 
collection and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known).  Where 
will this water flow?  Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, 
describe.

 Does not apply. 

2) Could waste materials enter into ground or surface waters?  If so, 
generally describe. 

 Does not apply. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water 
impacts, if any: 

  Does not apply. 

4. Plants 

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site: 

 x   deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 
 x   evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 
 x   shrubs 
 x   grass 
 x   pasture 
 x   crop or grain 
 x   wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bulrush, skunk cabbage, other 
 x   water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
 x   other types of vegetation 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

Does not apply.

c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

Does not apply.

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or 
enhance vegetation on the site, if any: 

 Does not apply. 

5. Animals 



a. Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site 
or are known to be on or near the site: 

The project area includes all animals listed below. 
birds: hawks, herons, eagles, songbirds, other 
mammals: deer, elk, bear, beaver, moose, squirrel, other 
fish: trout, whitefish, pike, carp, other 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

The WRIA 54 watershed includes, but may not be limited to, the following 
endangered and threatened species: American White Pelican, Bald Eagle, 
Peregrine Falcon, Sandhill Crane, Upland Sandpiper. 

c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. 
 Portions of the Spokane River corridor may function as migration routes. 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

 Implementation of various recommended actions in the Plan will create 
mechanisms to manage and conserve water resources in the region, thus 
creating additional habitat for fish and other aquatic biota, and enhancing habitat 
in existing wetlands and shoreline environments. 

6. Energy and Natural Resources 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be 
used to meet the completed project's energy needs?  Describe whether it will 
be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. 

 Does not apply. 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent 
properties?  If so, generally describe.  

Does not apply. 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of 
this proposal?  List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy 
impacts, if any: 

 Does not apply. 



7. Environmental Health 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic 
chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could 
occur as a result of this proposal?  If so, describe. 

 Does not apply. 

1) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

2) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health 
hazards, if any: 

b. Noise 

Does not apply.

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project 
(for example, traffic, equipment, operation, other)? 

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated 
with the project on a short-term or long-term basis (for example: 
traffic, construction, operation, other)?  Indicate what hours noise 
would come from the site. 

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

8. Land and Shoreline Use 

The project area includes all land in the Lower Spokane River watershed.  The 
Plan includes a wide range of options that may impact zoning and land use in the 
watersheds, including shorelines. Separate Environmental Checklists, with 
detailed environmental information, will be prepared for specific recommended 
actions, as required. 

1. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?  

Does not apply. 

2. Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe.   

Does not apply. 

c. Describe any structures on the site.

Does not apply. 

d. Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

Does not apply. 



e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?

Does not apply.

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

Does not apply. 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of 
the site? 

 Does not apply.

h. Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" 
area?  If so, specify.   

 The Spokane Valley / Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer is designated as a sole-source 
aquifer to the region. Within Spokane County, portions of the WRIA 54 watershed 
area identified as Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed 
project?

Does not apply.

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?

Does not apply. 

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:   

Does not apply. 

l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and 
projected land uses and plans, if any:    

Does not apply. 

9. Housing 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether 
high, middle, or low-income housing. 

Does not apply. 

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated?  Indicate whether 
high, middle, or low-income housing. 

Does not apply. 



c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:   

Does not apply. 

10. Aesthetics 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; 
what is the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?

Does not apply. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

Does not apply. 

Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:

Does not apply. 

11. Light and Glare 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would 
it mainly occur?

Does not apply. 

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere 
with views? 

Does not apply. 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?

Does not apply. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

 Does not apply. 

12. Recreation 

The Lower Spokane River watershed provide a wide variety of recreational 
opportunities including fishing, boating, swimming, and hiking.  Separate 
Environmental Checklists, with detailed environmental information, will be prepared 
for specific recommended actions, as required. 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the 
immediate vicinity? 

   Does not apply. 



b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, 
describe.

Does not apply.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including 
recreation opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: 

 Does not apply. 

13. Historic and Cultural Preservation 

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, 
or local preservation registers known to be on or next to the site?  If so, 
generally describe. 

Separate Environmental Checklists, with detailed information, will be prepared for 
specific recommended actions, as required. 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, 
scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site. 

Separate Environmental Checklists, with detailed information, will be prepared for 
specific recommended actions, as required. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 

 Does not apply. 

14. Transportation 

Separate Environmental Checklists, with detailed information, will be prepared for 
specific recommended actions, as required. 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe 
proposed access to the existing street system.  Show on site plans, if any. 
Does not apply. 

b. Is site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the approximate 
distance to the nearest transit stop? 

Does not apply. 

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have?  How many 
would the project eliminate? 

Does not apply. 

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to 
existing roads or streets, not including driveways?  If so, generally 
describe (indicate whether public or private). 



Does not apply. 

e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation?  If so, generally describe. 

Does not apply. 

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed 
project?  If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur. 

Does not apply. 

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

Does not apply. 

15. Public Services 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for 
example, fire protection, police protection, health care, schools, other)?  If 
so, generally describe. 

 Separate Environmental Checklists, with detailed information, will be prepared for 
specific recommended actions, as required. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, 
if any. 

 Does not apply. 

16. Utilities 

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site:  electricity, natural gas, water, 
refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other, all. 

Does not apply. This is a non-project action.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing 
the service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the 
immediate vicinity, which might be needed. 

 Does not apply. 

C. SIGNATURE 

I, the undersigned, swear under the penalty of perjury that the above responses are made 
truthfully and to the best of my knowledge.  I also understand that, should there be any 
willful misrepresentation or willful lack of full disclosure on my part, the agency may 
withdraw any determination of nonsignificance that it might issue in reliance upon this 
checklist.



 Date: ______________________  Signature:__________________________ 

Proponent:  Name  __________________________________________ 
   Address __________________________________________ 
   Phone  __________________________________________



SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS 

(Do not use this sheet for project actions) 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction 
with the list of the elements of the environment. 

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of 
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or 
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in 
general terms. 

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water, emission 
to air, production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or 
production of noise? 

Implementation of the Plan is not likely to increase noise or increase discharges of toxic 
or hazardous substances to the environment. 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 

Does not apply. 

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine 
life? 

Implementation of various recommended actions in the Plan will create mechanisms to 
manage and conserve water resources in the region, thus creating additional habitat for 
fish and other aquatic biota, and enhancing existing habitat in wetlands and shoreline 
environments. 

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 

Implementation of various recommended actions in the Plan will create mechanisms to 
manage and conserve water resources in the region, thus creating additional habitat for 
fish and other aquatic biota, and enhancing habitat in existing wetlands and shoreline 
environments. 

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

Implementation of various recommended actions in the Plan will have the potential to 
increase the availability of water resources in the region.  

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources 
are:

The Plan identifies numerous recommended actions to be evaluated for the conservation 
of water resources in the region. 

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive 
areas or areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental 



protection; such as parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or 
endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites, wetlands, 
floodplains, or prime farmlands? 

Implementation of various recommended actions in the Plan will create mechanisms to 
manage and conserve water resources in the watersheds, including the environmentally 
sensitive sole-source aquifer that supplies drinking water to the Spokane/Coeur d’Alene 
region.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce 
impacts are: 

The Plan identifies numerous recommended actions to be evaluated for the protection 
and enhancement of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive areas related to the 
watersheds. 

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, 
including whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses 
incompatible with existing plans? 

Implementation of various recommended actions will provide information with which to 
make appropriate land use and zoning policy decisions regarding developments outside 
of existing public water service areas. 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

The Plan identifies numerous recommended actions to be evaluated for the protection 
and enhancement of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive areas related to the 
watersheds. 

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or 
public services and utilities? 

No impacts to transportation networks are anticipated.  

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demands(s) are: 

Does not apply. 

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, State, or 
Federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment. 

In accordance with RCW Chapter 90.82, watershed management plans (Plan) may not 
conflict with local, State, or Federal laws or requirements for the protection of the 
environment. 



FOR STAFF USE ONLY

Staff Member(s) Reviewing Checklist:          

Based on this staff review of the environmental checklist and other pertinent information, the staff: 

Concludes that there are no probable significant adverse impacts and recommends a 
Determination of Nonsignificance. 

Concludes that probable significant adverse environmental impacts do exist for the current 
proposal and recommends a Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance with conditions. 

Concludes that there are probable significant adverse environmental impacts and 
recommends a Determination of Significance. 




