MEMORANDUM
Project No.: 180249
March 11, 2019
To:

Mike Hermanson – Spokane County Environmental Services

From:

Carl Einberger, LHG, Aspect Consulting, LLC
Dan Haller, PE, Aspect Consulting, LLC

Re:

Summary of WRIA 55 Planning Unit Meeting #2 – February 20, 2019
ESSB 6091/RCW 90.94 Watershed Plan Update

Background
The passage of Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill (ESSB) 6091, as codified by RCW 90.94, requires
that an update to the existing watershed plan for Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 55, the
Little Spokane Watershed, be approved by Ecology by February 1, 2021. Spokane County
Environmental Services is serving as the lead agency for this process. The WRIA 55 Initiating
Governments for the watershed planning process are Spokane County, Stevens County, Pend
Oreille County, the City of Spokane, and Whitworth Water District. The process is supported by
convening the WRIA 55 Planning Unit to review technical tasks and memorandums, policy
decisions, and the pending watershed plan update. Aspect Consulting, LLC (Aspect) has been
contracted by Spokane County to facilitate planning unit meetings. conduct supporting technical
tasks, and prepare the watershed plan update.
The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) issued initial policy interpretations on ESSB
6091 in March 2018, including its interpretation that the requirement to update the watershed plan
is limited to the objectives of the new legislation, with a complete update of all the elements of the
original watershed plan not required. Based on this interpretation and the requirements of ESSB
6091 and RCW 90.94, the current watershed planning process is focusing on establishing future
exempt well demand in WRIA 55 on a 20-year planning horizon and determining feasible and
appropriate actions to offset potential impacts to instream flows associated with permit exempt
domestic water use.
The February 20, 2019 WRIA 55 Planning Unit meeting, held at the Spokane County Water
Resource Center, was the second meeting convened under this new process. The meeting agenda is
attached to this summary. The primary topics included:
•
•
•
•
•

Status of Watershed Planning in “Fast-Track” WRIAs 1 (Nooksack) and 11 (Nisqually)
Status of Watershed Restoration Grant Applications
Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand
Review of Existing Watershed Plan and Previous Implementation
Initiate Next Key Step: Identification and Prioritization of Potential Streamflow Mitigation
Projects
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Meeting Attendees
The following attendees were present at the November 9, 2018 meeting:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mike Hermanson, Spokane County
Amy Sumner, Spokane County
Josh Kerns, Spokane County Commissioner
Wes McCart, Stevens County Commissioner
Karen Skoog, Pend Oreille County Commissioner
Greg Snow, Pend Oreille County
Tim Murrell, Whitworth Water District
Bill Rickard, City of Spokane
Jamie Short, Ecology
Dan Haller, Aspect Consulting
Carl Einberger, Aspect Consulting
Paul Savage, Spokane Regional Health District
Joe Olmstead, Spokane County Farm Bureau
Gretchen Koenig, Citizens Against Newport Silicon Smelter
Roger Krieger, City of Deer Park
Leslie King, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Hilary Hart, Trout Unlimited
Suze Johns, League of Women Voters
Pam Behring, League of Women Voters
Jerry White Jr., Spokane Riverkeeper
Lindsay Chutas, Spokane Conservation District
Ken Merrill, Kalispel Tribe
Bruce Wakefield, Colville Tribes
Greg Sweeney, Eloika Lake Association
John Roskelly, CELP
Tracy Morgan, Responsible Growth Northeast Washington
John Endres, Responsible Growth Northeast Washington

Meeting Summary
Dan Haller (Aspect) led the discussion in his role as lead facilitator with facilitation and technical
presentation support from Carl Einberger (Aspect).
Key topics addressed in the discussion are summarized below, and additional information can be
found in the attached presentation:
•

A review of the meeting agenda was presented.

•

A 5-step implementation process for the watershed plan update was presented:
o Step 1: Define 20-year exempt well consumptive use impacts
o Step 2: Define water-for-water projects at WRIA 55 watershed scale
o Step 3: Define mitigation gaps in time and space at subbasin scale
o Step 4: Define list of Net Ecological Benefit (NEB) projects
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o Step 5: Determine NEB for WRIA 55, consensus recommendation on watershed
plan update & Initiating Governments’ approval
•

The status of watershed planning in the “fast track” WRIA 1 (Nooksack) and WRIA 11
(Nisqually) was reviewed by Aspect and Jamie Short (Ecology). These WRIAs required
existing watershed plans to be updated by February 1, 2019 or Ecology is required to
initiate rulemaking.
o In WRIA 1 (Nooksack), a plan was not completed by February 1. Ecology has
initiated rulemaking. Jamie Short noted that the WRIA 1 Planning Unit made
significant steps forward with planning and potential projects that will be beneficial
to rulemaking, but that consensus was not reached among competing interests
before the plan needed to be completed.
o An updated watershed plan was adopted by Ecology in WRIA 11 (Nisqually). Jamie
Short noted that this plan was completed under interim NEB guidance, while the
WRIA 55 plan update will need to be completed under final NEB guidance (not yet
released by Ecology)
o The list of approved water offset projects for WRIA 11 was reviewed, and it was
noted that approximately 80% of the offset water comes from managed aquifer
recharge (MAR) projects (see powerpoint for full list).

•

The status of the two watershed grant applications submitted by Spokane County for WRIA
55 was reviewed.
o The grant application for water right purchases was approved ($1.054 M) and the
County will be proceeding with water right purchases and transfers to trust to
provide water offsets within WRIA 55.
o The grant application for managed aquifer recharge projects (MAR) was not
approved. The County had requested $300K in funding. It was noted this will limit
the scope of evaluation of potential MAR projects for inclusion in the watershed
plan update.

•

A review of the draft Technical Memorandum on Evaluation of Future Exempt Well
Demand for WRIA 55 was presented. This draft memo was prepared to fulfill the
requirements of ESSB 6091 and RCW 90.94 and was distributed to the planning unit on
January 18. Key discussion points included:
o The required period for evaluation of exempt well demand is January 19, 2018 to
January 19, 2038.
o Subbasin definitions were consistent with those used in the existing watershed plan
for WRIA 55, based on WDNR Watershed Administrative Units.
o The study followed recommendations provided in Ecology’s document - ESSB
6091 Recommendations for Water Use Estimates.
o The three WRIA 55 counties (Spokane, Stevens, and Pend Oreille) all contributed
to the evaluation. Each county estimated the number of new homes relying on
exempt wells expected to be developed during the required period, on a subbasin
level.
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o The three WRIA 55 counties also estimated average lawn size on a subbasin level to
allow an estimate of outdoor use to be developed.
o The number of new homes relying on exempt wells expected to be developed
during the required period, on a subbasin level.
o Total indoor consumptive use was assumed to be equal to be 60 gallons per day per
capita, with 10 percent of that being consumptive, consistent with Ecology’s
guidance.
o Outdoor consumptive use was based on the estimated average lawn sizes, combined
with demand estimates from the Washington Irrigation Guide, consistent with
Ecology’s guidance.
o The total projected combined indoor/outdoor consumptive use for WRIA 55 over
the 20-year planning horizon was approximately 1,650 acre-ft/year (2.27 cfs).
•

A review of the draft Technical Memorandum on Review of Existing Watershed Plan and
Implementation for WRIA 55 was presented. This draft memo was prepared to fulfill the
requirements of ESSB 6091 and RCW 90.94 and was distributed to the planning unit on
January 18. Key discussion points included:
o ESSB 6091 requires review of existing watershed plans to identify the potential
impacts of exempt well use, identify evidence-based conservation measures, and
identify projects to improve watershed health.
o The existing plan was adopted in 2006, followed by a Detailed Implementation Plan
in 2008.
o The existing plan contains no estimates of future exempt well use.
o Evidenced-based conservation measures refer to those where actual benefits of
reduced water use can be measured (such as metering) or analytically estimated.


The only evidence-based project identified as implemented from the plan
was a rebate program for installation of low-flow toilets.



Other conservation projects included public outreach methods to encourage
conservation.

o Projects recommended by the plan to improve watershed health focused on habitat
improvements and placing existing water rights into trust.


Although not implemented directly from the plan, Spokane County has
purchased and placed two water rights into trust during development of the
Little Spokane Water Bank.



Habitat optimization studies, creation of new wetlands, improvement of
existing wetlands, and managed aquifer recharge projects were
recommended but projects have not been implemented.



Evaluation of new dams and use of existing lakes for storage and release
were completed, and it was concluded that these would either be costprohibitive or not feasible given limited storage potential.
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The requirements of ESSB 6091 and RCW 90.94 for establishing net ecological benefit
(NEB) were reviewed, and the need for water offset projects with in the basin that, at a
minimum, meet the projected future exempt well demand was discussed. Two major types
of water offset projects were noted:
o Water right acquisitions
o Other projects that provide flow benefits such as shallow
aquifer recharge, streamflow augmentation, off-channel
storage, and source exchange

•

A map (see attached presentation) showing estimated future exempt well consumptive
demand by subbasin was described, along with the need to develop water offset projects
within the subbasins, where it is possible, and non-water offset projects where it is not
possible.

•

A map (see attached presentation) showing the location of proposed water right purchases
under the new grant funding was reviewed.

•

Total estimate demand was reviewed, and the net deficit was noted (986 acre-feet/year)
when considering potential future purchases under the grant funding and with existing water
rights placed in trust by Spokane County and was noted. This illustrated the need to identify
additional water offset and non-water offset projects, the next key step in the watershed
planning process. This effort is expected to focus on:
o In-Kind Mitigation: Managed aquifer recharge (MAR) projects, future water right
acquisitions, and wetland restoration opportunities for streamflow mitigation
o Out-of-Kind: Consideration of call for projects from Salmon Recovery Board,
Tribes, WDFW, Conservation Districts, non-profits, , etc. for potential habitat
restoration projects
o A general review of MAR project approaches and considerations was presented,
including the need for: hydrogeologic suitability, source water availability, land
access, feasibility analysis and design, and both capital and operation and
maintenance funding.

•

A request for written comments on the two technical memorandums was made of the
Planning Unit.

•

Questions and comments were taken from Planning Unit participants both during and at the
end of the meeting. Key discussion points and responses from the facilitation team
included:
o Questions were raised about a proposed silica plant near Newport, located outside
of, but near the boundary of WRIA 55, and whether the watershed boundary should
be reevaluated. It was also questioned whether the proposed industrial use of
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groundwater at the proposed plant should be considered in the WRIA 55 planning
process.


It was noted that although there are differing interpretations of the
northeastern watershed boundary in the Newport area, this process must use
the regulatory boundary defined by WAC 173-500, as that is the official
WRIA 55 boundary linked to ESSB 6091.



Jamie Short (Ecology) noted that permit exempt industrial use is not
regulated under ESSB 6091, which addresses domestic exempt well use
only, and that the municipal wells in Newport are also not regulated under
ESSB 6091.

o Mike Hermanson (Spokane County) noted that a separate meeting on the new
groundwater model for WRIA 55 will be held in response to concerns about the
ability to review the model as part of the watershed planning process.
o In response to a question about the advantage of connecting to municipal water
systems, Jamie Short (Ecology) noted that this works best when development is
concentrated. She also noted that the advantage of connecting to deeper wells is
more pronounced in the Puget Sound area, where some groundwater discharges
directly to the Sound.
o In response to a question of whether there can be funding for additional studies
under watershed restoration grants, Jamie Short (Ecology) noted that only projects
ready to implement can be funded for now, but a new rule to be issued by Ecology
on funding will provide additional clarification.
o Questions were raised as to why a lower growth rate for Spokane County (medium
OFM) vs. actual growth rate over last 17 years was used. Mike Hermanson
(Spokane County) noted that the medium Office of Financial Management (OFM)
rates are the same as Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) 2040
estimates, and the County believed it was more representative of long-term
projections.
o It was asked if Spokane County distinguished urban/rural areas in the demand
estimates. Mike Hermanson (Spokane County) respond that yes, the SRTC mapping
were overlain with subbasin boundaries, then overlain with UGA/service areas.
o It was questioned whether the county can use different estimates for different
purposes, since it previously used a high growth rate to support UGA boundaries
but is now using a medium growth rate. Mike Hermanson (Spokane County) noted
that the Growth Management Act (GMA) plan was litigated and a settlement
agreement was reached to use the medium growth rate, with use of the high rate
rejected. The use of the medium growth rate in this demand analysis is consistent
with the litigation.
o It was noted by Wes McCart (Stevens County Commissioner) that this is a GMA
analysis that we are doing. When GMA updates occur, they will need to consider
whether mitigation is sufficient, and land use changes could be required to avoid
impacts.
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o Jamie Short (Ecology) noted that the water-for-water offset project list to be
developed is a minimum requirement, and other projects can hedge against this risk.
The plan update can also include adaptive management.
o In response to a question of the meaning of “not identifiable” lawns used in the
lawn size analysis conducted by Stevens County and Pend Oreille County, it was
noted that this means they are near or at zero. This will be clarified in future
documentation.
o In response to a question on why there were significant differences in average lawn
size across county lines in the same subbasins, it was noted that this had to do with
where parcels were located (presence of low yield granite aquifers, mobile homes,
cabins, and the presence of more forested land cover in Stevens and Pend Oreille
County, while Spokane County tends to have larger homes and more landscaping.
o In response to questions about preserving underlying data and technical memos
from each county for the record, it was suggested that they can be included as
appendices to watershed plan update, and/or details can also be provided in the plan
update.
o In response to a concern about moving too quickly through the exempt well demand
forecast without the Planning Unit having discussed the new WRIA 55 groundwater
model, it was noted that there is not direct technical connection between the two.
The demand analysis does not rely on the groundwater model, whereas evaluation
of water offset project can make use of the model.
o The issue of including stockwater demand considerations in the plan update was
raised. Jamie Short (Ecology) said it is unclear how process would play out if scope
went beyond ESSB 6091 issues, since stockwater is not regulated under ESSB
6091.
o In response to a question of acquiring water rights for water offsets, it was noted
that the water rights must be valid, and an extent and validity analysis is a required
part of the process.
o In response to questions about net ecological benefit (NEB), it was noted that
further definition and guidance is forthcoming from Ecology.
o In response to a question regarding what ensures projects will be implemented
following the plan update, it was noted by Jamie Short (Ecology) that the existing
$300M funding program provides support for implementation. She also noted that it
is likely that the $300M is not going to be enough funding statewide, and that
Ecology is encouraging funding partners at the watershed level.

Attachments:
Attachment 1 – Agenda for February 20, 2019 WRIA 55 Planning Unit Meeting
Attachment 2 – PowerPoint Presentation for February 20, 2019 WRIA 55 Planning Unit Meeting
S:\Little Spokane Watershed Planning 180249\Planning Unit Meetings\WRIA 55 Planning Unit Meeting #2 Summary 2_20_19.docx
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Meeting Agenda
WRIA 55 Watershed Planning Unit
RCW 90.94 Watershed Plan Updates

February 20, 2019
1 pm to 4 pm
Spokane County Water Resources Center
1004 N Freya St
Spokane, WA 99202

•

Introductions and Agenda Review (1:00 to 1:15)

•

Status of Watershed Planning in “Fast-Track” WRIAs 1 (Nooksack) and 11 (Nisqually)
(1:15 to 1:45)
•
•
•

Link to Ecology New Release on Nisqually Watershed Plan Addendum Approval:
https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/Get-to-know-us/News/2019/Feb-1-Nisqually-watershedplan
Link to Approved Nisqually Watershed Plan Addendum:
https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-supply/Streamflowrestoration/Streamflow-restoration-planning
Link to Ecology New Release on Nooksack Rulemaking:
https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/Get-to-know-us/News/2019/Planning-future-Nooksackwater-use

•

Status of Watershed Restoration Grant Applications (1:45 to 2:00)

•

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand (2:00 to 2:30)
• Action item: Proposed vote to affirm exempt well technical analyses

•

Break (2:30 to 2:40)

•

Review of Existing Watershed Plan and Previous Implementation (2:40 to 3:00)

•

Initiate Next Key Step: Identification and Prioritization of Potential Streamflow Mitigation
Projects (3:00 to 3:45)
• Action item: Proposed vote to affirm approach to project identification

•

Roundtable, Closing Remarks, and Public Comment (3:45 to 4:00)

All meetings and hearings are conducted in facilities that are accessible to all members of the public.
Additional information regarding accessibility or notification of an ADA accommodation, should be made
to Mike Hermanson, Water Resources Manager at (509) 477-7578.

Planning Unit Meeting #2
February 20, 2019

WRIA 55
(Little Spokane)

RCW 90.94
Watershed
Planning
Presented by

Introductions


Lead Facilitator: Dan Haller, PE, Aspect Consulting
 dhaller@aspectconsulting.com



Technical support and facilitation: Carl Einberger, LHG,
Aspect Consulting
 ceinberger@aspectconsulting.com



Lead agency: Spokane County Environmental Services
 Mike Hermanson, Water Resources Manager
 mhermanson@spokanecounty.org



Initiating Governments: Spokane County, Stevens
County, Pend Oreille County, City of Spokane, and
Whitworth Water District

Meeting #2 Agenda


Status of Watershed Planning in “Fast-Track”
WRIAs (Nooksack and Nisqually)



Status of Watershed Restoration Grant Applications



Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand


Action Item: Request for consensus to affirm exempt well
technical analysis approach

Meeting #2 Agenda


Review of Existing Watershed Plan and Previous
Implementation




Initiate Next Key Step: Identification and
Prioritization of Potential Streamflow Mitigation
Projects




Action Item: Request for consensus to affirm review of
existing Watershed Plan

Action Item: Request for consensus to affirm approach

Roundtable, Closing Remarks, and Public Comment

5-Step Implementation Process










Step 1: Define 20-year exempt well consumptive use
impacts (1647 afy / 2.2 cfs)
Step 2: Define water-for-water projects=1647 afy / 2.2
cfs at WRIA 55 watershed scale
Step 3: Define mitigation gaps in time and space at
subbasin scale
Step 4: Define list of Net Ecological Benefit (NEB)
projects
Step 5: Determine NEB for WRIA 55, consensus
recommendation on watershed plan update &
Initiating Governments’ approval

Status of Watershed Planning in
“Fast Track” WRIAs


ESSB 6091 required existing Watershed Plans in WRIA 1
(Nooksack) and WRIA 11 (Nisqually) to be approved and
adopted by February 1, 2019, or Ecology required to
initiate rulemaking.



WRIA 1 - Nooksack:


Plan not completed by February 1



Ecology has initiated rulemaking, expected to be completed by Aug 1,
2020



Ecology must determine how to offset 20 years of future new domestic
exempt well use.



Link to Ecology News Release on Nooksack Rulemaking:


https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/Get-to-knowus/News/2019/Planning-future-Nooksack-water-use

Status of Watershed Planning in
“Fast Track” WRIAs




WRIA 11 - Nisqually:


Watershed Plan Addendum adopted and approved by Ecology



Plan included projects with an estimated offset range of 4.2214.36 cfs

Approval and Order to Adopt based on:

Status of Watershed Planning in
“Fast Track” WRIAs


WRIA 11 - Nisqually:




Link to Ecology News Release on Nisqually
Watershed Plan Addendum Approval:
 https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/Get-to-knowus/News/2019/Feb-1-Nisqually-watershed-plan
Link to Approved Nisqually Watershed Plan
Addendum:
 https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Watersupply/Streamflow-restoration/Streamflowrestoration-planning

Status of Watershed Planning in
“Fast Track” WRIAs

Ecology discussion on “Fast Track” WRIAs


Jamie Short of the Eastern Regional Office

Status of Watershed Grant Applications


Two Streamflow Restoration Grant applications
filed by Spokane County:


Five additional water right purchases (Approved – Grant
Funding Obtained - $1.054 M)



Managed aquifer recharge (MAR) design and construction
– Phase I (Not Funded by Ecology - $300K requested)


Limits scope of evaluation of MAR that can be completed
under existing funding for the watershed plan update

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand


ESSB 6091 Requirement:




Evaluation of consumptive use from exempt well demand on a
20-year planning horizon (January 19, 2018 to January 19, 2038)

Draft Technical Memorandum:


Distributed to Planning Unit on January 18



Proposed Action Item: Request for consensus to affirm exempt
well technical analysis approach



Ecology has provided comments – no effect on overall approach



The approach will be incorporated into the Watershed Plan
update.

WRIA 55
Subbasins and
Stream Gages

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well DemandApproach



Subbasins defined by WDNR Watershed Administrative Units.




Consistent with subbasin boundaries used in previous watershed
planning and management and are tributary-based.

Ecology’s ESSB 6091 Recommendations for Water Use
Estimates:





Use of past building permit data
Population forecasts from State Office of Financial Management
(OFM)
Trends in filing of water well reports for water supply wells

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Approach


Spokane County:






Stevens County:






Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) 2040 growth
projections (based on OFM estimates for medium growth) partitioned to
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) within each subbasin
Then allocations based on the current ratio of permit exempt wells to total
Single Family Units (SFUs) within each TAZ

Reviewed number of building permits issued from 2001-2017 for new
homes using a exempt wells
Historical growth rate applied over a 20-year period to estimate new
exempt wells within the portion of each subbasin within Stevens County

Pend Oreille County:




Reviewed number of building permits issued from 2011-2017 for new
homes using a exempt wells
Growth rate applied over a 20-year period to estimate new exempt wells
within the portion of each subbasin within Pend Oreille County

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Approach


Ecology’s ESSB 6091 Recommendations for Water Use
Estimates references use of GIS & aerial images to estimate
average lawn sizes or alternatively to assume ½ acre




The WRIA 55 Counties used individual estimates of irrigated
areas, rather than assuming ½ acre of irrigation

Spokane County:






Evaluated irrigated acreage on properties with exempt wells,
using a random sample of SFUs + several years of aerial
photography ranging from 2006 to 2018
A sample size of 321 properties was selected to achieve a 5
percent margin of error with a 95% confidence interval
Average irrigated lawn size was evaluated on a subbasin level

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Approach


Stevens County:








Evaluated irrigated acreage on properties with exempt wells,
using a random sample of SFUs + aerial photography from 2015
and 2017
A sample size of 136 properties was selected to achieve a 5
percent margin of error with a 95% confidence interval
Average irrigated lawn size was evaluated on a subbasin level

Pend Oreille County:






Evaluated irrigated acreage on properties with exempt wells,
using a random sample of SFUs + aerial photography from 2011,
2015 and 2017
A sample size of 89 properties was selected to achieve a 5
percent margin of error with a 95% confidence interval
Average irrigated lawn size was evaluated on a subbasin level

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Approach


Indoor Consumptive Use:








Number of new exempt wells in next 20 years in each subbasin is
based on each county’s analysis.
Ecology’s ESSB 6091 Recommendations for Water Use Estimates
provides references.
Indoor consumptive is equal to 10 percent of total use and per
capita water use is 60 gallons per day.
Per capita water use was apportioned based on a review of US
Census data on average persons per household by county (2.3 to
2.48).

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Approach


Outdoor Consumptive Use:












Number of new exempt wells in next 20 years in each subbasin is
based on each county’s analysis.
Average lawn sizes in each subbasin are based on the analyses
conducted by the counties.
Ecology’s ESSB 6091 Recommendations for Water Use Estimates
provides references use of the Washington Irrigation Guide (WIG)
Seasonal net irrigation requirement was taken from the WIG,
using values for pasture/turf at the Spokane station, with the
exception of the West Branch and Otter Creek subbasins, where
the Newport station was used.
An irrigation efficiency of 75% was used (typical for lawn
watering)
For subbasins in multiple counties, the analysis was aggregated
using county specific data on lawn sizes and number of new
homes using exempt wells

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Results
Table 9. Projected Consumptive Indoor Use Associated with Exempt Wells in WRIA 55, 20-Year Planning Horizon
Spokane County

SFUs
WRIA 55 Subbasins
Dartford Creek
Dragoon Creek
Deadman-Peone Creek
Beaver Creek
Otter Creek
West Branch
Little Spokane/Deer Creek
Little Deep Creek
TOTAL

Projected
Projected
Consumptive
Consumptive
SFUs
Indoor Use
Indoor Use
(afy)
(afy)

Spokane County

265
281
319
155
156
67
261
98
1,602

Stevens County

4.33
4.59
5.21
2.53
2.55
1.09
4.26
1.60
26.16

Stevens County
179

2.92

65

1.06

Pend Oreille County

SFUs

All Counties

Projected
Projected
Projected
Consumptive Totals Consumptive Consumptive
Indoor Use SFUs Indoor Use Indoor Use
(afy)
(afy)
(cfs)

Pend Oreille County

2

0.03

194
138

246

4.02

332

3.17
2.25

5.42

265
460
319
220
350
207
261
98
2,180

4.33
7.51
5.21
3.59
5.72
3.38
4.26
1.60
35.60

0.006
0.010
0.007
0.005
0.008
0.005
0.006
0.002
0.049

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Results
Table 10. Projected Consumptive Outdoor Use Associated with Exempt Wells in WRIA 55, 20-Year Planning Horizon
Spokane County

SFUs

WRIA 55 Subbasins
Dartford Creek
Dragoon Creek
Deadman-Peone Creek
Beaver Creek
Otter Creek
West Branch
Little Spokane/Deer Creek
Little Deep Creek
TOTAL

265
281
319
155
156
67
261
98
1,602

Stevens County

Pend Oreille County

Average Average Projected
Average Average Projected
Irrigated Irrigated Consumptive
Irrigated Irrigated Consumptive
SFUs
Lawn Size Lawn Size Outdoor Use
Lawn Size Lawn Size Outdoor Use
2
(acres)
(afy)
(acres)
(afy)
(ft )
(ft2)
Spokane County

15,290
15,211
17,334
14,753
14,282
8,948
10,433
7,769
-

-

0.35
0.35
0.40
0.34
0.33
0.21
0.24
0.18

248.36
261.99
338.93
140.16
116.62
31.38
166.91
46.67
1,351

SFUs

Stevens County

Average Average
Projected
Projected
Projected
Irrigated Irrigated Consumptive Consumptive Consumptive
Lawn Size Lawn Size Outdoor Use Outdoor Use Outdoor Use
(afy)
(acres)
(afy)
(cfs)
(ft2)
Pend Oreille County

179

7,145

0.16

78.39

65

3,944

0.09

15.71

2

0

0

0

194
138

12,564
5,355

94

332

-

246

-

-

All Counties

0.29
0.12

-

127.58
38.68

166

Total
248.36
340.38
338.93
155.88
244.19
70.06
166.91
46.67
1,611.38

0.343
0.470
0.468
0.215
0.337
0.097
0.230
0.064
2.224

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand Results
Table 11. Total Projected Combined Indoor/Outdoor Consumptive Use in WRIA 55, 20-Year Planning Horizon.

WRIA 55 Subbasins
Dartford Creek
Dragoon Creek
Deadman-Peone Creek
Beaver Creek
Otter Creek
West Branch
Little Spokane/Deer Creek
Little Deep Creek
TOTAL

Projected
Projected
Consumptive Consumptive
Use (afy)
Use (cfs)
252.69
347.90
344.14
159.47
249.91
73.44
171.17
48.27
1,646.98

0.349
0.480
0.475
0.220
0.345
0.101
0.236
0.067
2.273

Evaluation of Future Exempt Well Demand -

Action Item: Request for consensus to
affirm exempt well technical analysis
approach

Meeting Break

Review of Existing Watershed Plan


ESSB 6091 requires a review of the existing
watershed plan for WRIA 55:




“the department shall work with the initiating governments
and the planning units described in chapter 90.82 RCW to
review existing watershed plans to identify the potential
impacts of exempt well use, identify evidence-based
conservation measures, and identify projects to improve
watershed health”

Watershed Plan adopted in 2006 and Detailed
Implementation Plan (DIP) in 2008

Review of Existing Watershed Plan


Estimated Exempt Well Use


The Plan estimated existing exempt well use



Total not developed on a subbasin basis



No future exempt well projections



No consumptive use estimates



Superseded by current analysis as required by ESSB 6091

Review of Existing Watershed Plan


Evidence-Based Conservation Measures


Comparing baseline data on water use or estimates of
water use made using accepted practices prior to
implementing conservation measures to data or estimates
on water use following conservation project
implementation.



Potential data sources:


Water use metering



Estimates of consumptive use before and after modifications to lawn
irrigation methods or conversion of high-water landscape to lowwater landscape



Estimates of the benefit of placing a water right in trust.

Review of Existing Watershed Plan


Plan/DIP Implemented Conservation Measures:


Spokane County conducted a rebate program for
installation of low-flow toilets for rural homes.




Public outreach methods to encourage conservation,
including:




Evidenced-based: Proof of purchase was required for the rebate.

Ad in the Spokesman Review, Outdoor Conservation Summit in 2008,
specialty landscape class offerings by WSU Extension and the City of
Spokane, and making an EPA greenscaping brochure.

Recommendations not implemented included:


Small-scale use of reclaimed water

Review of Existing Watershed Plan


Recommended Projects to Improve Watershed
Health


Spawning and tributary habitat/flow optimization studies:
no action taken



Encouraged placing water rights in trust: Not implemented
directly from the Plan, but during Little Spokane Water
Bank development (Dragoon subbasin)



Encourage creation of new wetlands: no action taken

Review of Existing Watershed Plan


Recommended Projects to Improve Watershed
Health


Site ID and feasibility analysis for enhancing storage in
existing lakes to augment instream flows


New dams at Buck and Beaver Creek evaluated – cost prohibitive



Use of existing lakes, new dams and infiltration – not feasible given
limited storage potential



Use of new artificial lakes and ponds to instream flow
augmentation – no action taken



Use of enhanced recharge and storage in aquifers (MAR
component)


Limited review and more study recommended during Plan
implementation



MAR grant application under ESSB 6091 not approved

Review of Existing Watershed Plan

Action Item: Request for consensus to
affirm review of existing Watershed Plan

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


Total exempt well 20-year demand = 1647 afy
(consumptive)



WRIA 55 plan must identify at least 1647 afy in
water-for-water mitigation projects within the basin



To attain Net Ecological Benefit (NEB), additional
out-of-kind (non water-for-water) projects may be
required in subbasins:


Aquatic habitat, fish passage, and water quality
improvements

ESSB 6091/RCW 90.94
Key Requirements for WRIA 55


Demand:




Evaluation of consumptive use from exempt well demand on a
20-year planning horizon (January 19, 2018 to January 19, 2038)

Supply:


At a minimum, include actions that the planning units determine to
be necessary to offset potential impacts to instream flows
associated with permit- exempt domestic water use



Highest priority recommendations: Replacing the quantity of
consumptive water use during the same time as the impact and in
the same basin or tributary



Lower priority projects: Projects not in the same basin or tributary
and projects that replace consumptive water supply impacts only
during critical flow periods



Net ecological benefit (NEB) can also be supplemented by “nonwater offset” projects such as aquatic habitat, fish passage, and
water quality improvements

ESSB 6091/RCW 90.94
Key Requirements for WRIA 55


Ecology is require to determine that actions identified in the
watershed plan, after accounting for new projected uses of
water over the subsequent twenty years, will result in a net
ecological benefit to instream resources within the water
resource inventory area.”



Two major types of water offset projects:


Water right acquisitions



Other projects that provide flow benefits such as shallow
aquifer recharge, streamflow augmentation, off-channel
storage, source exchange

73 afy

WRIA 55
Exempt Well
Consumptive
Demand by
Subbasin

250 afy
159 afy

171 afy

348 afy

48 afy
253 afy

344 afy

Proposed Water Right
Purchases Under Grant
Funding
~50 afy
~100 afy

~78 afy

~100 afy
~50 afy

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


Total demand = 1647 afy (consumptive)



Potential water rights to be held in Trust as water
for water offsets:


Potential water right purchases under new grant =
378 afy (consumptive)



Potential use of existing water rights held in trust for
Little Spokane Water Bank = 283 afy (consumptive)



With grant purchases completed, supply deficit
of 1,269 afy.



If Little Spokane Water Bank trust water rights
included, supply deficit of 986 afy.

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


NEB Guidance:









Shallow aquifer recharge
Floodplain restoration/levee removal
Switching the source of withdrawal from surface to
groundwater, or other beneficial source exchange
Streamflow augmentation
Off Channel Storage

Work completed:





WRIA 55/57 storage study
Surface Water Storage & Wetland Restoration
 In depth evaluation of Eloika Lake storage opportunities
Reevaluation done during Little Spokane Water Bank
Feasibility study

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


In-Kind Mitigation: Focus on MAR projects,
future water right acquisitions, and wetland
restoration opportunities for streamflow
mitigation



Out-of-Kind :Consideration of call for
projects from Salmon Recovery Board,
Tribes, WDFW, etc. for potential habitat
restoration projects

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


Range in approaches to evaluating recharge enhancement
projects, depending on available funding


Approved plan for Nisqually (WRIA 11) noted potential projects previously
identified by Ecology, but no detailed feasibility studies, field work, or
design work conducted.

The potential MAR projects identified by Ecology can be considered possible sites in the Nisqually
Watershed. All of them are in the floodplains of the Nisqually River, the Mashel River, Ohop Creek, and
Muck Creek. No field investigations have been conducted and no discussions with the property
owners have occurred. These are conceptual projects and included as a placeholder to be included in
the portfolio of projects needed to offset the consumptive domestic uses likely to be developed in the
coming twenty years.

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


Range in approaches to evaluating recharge enhancement
projects, depending on available funding (cont.)


WRIA 55 grant application for MAR design funding was intended to


GIS and modeling to potential identify sites



Identify locations with potential to construct a project
(publicly owned lands, easements, acquisition)



Site specific analysis (detailed hydrogeo, modeling,
infiltration tests, water quality)



Permitting evaluation



Identify potential funding sources for capital and O&M costs,



Conduct preliminary design at 3 or more sites.

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects
Proposed approach:
In-Kind Mitigation (986-1,269 afy deficit, 1647 afy total needed) :


Focus on MAR projects for streamflow mitigation


Limited GIS & Modeling to identify potential sites



Detailed evaluation of 1 site



Pursue future water right acquisition opportunities when
available



Future evaluation of wetland opportunities

Out-of-Kind (as needed for NEB):


More information from final NEB guidance



Coordinate with WDFW, Tribes, gConservation Districts, Nonprofits


Fish barrier removal



Habitat enhancement (i.e. Spokane Conservation District Bear Creek project)

Offset Impacts of Permit Exempt Use
on Stream Flow


Managed Aquifer
Recharge





Infiltrate water during high
flow
Increase groundwater level
Increase flow during low
flow periods

Wetland Restoration Opportunities

Identification and Prioritization –
Streamflow Mitigation Projects


Considerations for MAR:










Site identification – hydrologic/hydrogeologic suitability
Preliminary assessment of source water availability
Access agreements/land acquisition
Field work to support feasibility analysis and design.
Evaluation of permitting requirements
Site-specific design
Capital and Operation and Maintenance cost estimates
Funding sources
Projected streamflow benefits (NEB)

Identification and Prioritization – Streamflow
Mitigation Projects

Action Item: Request for consensus to
affirm focus on MAR projects for
developing water-for-water projects in
addition to water right acquisitions

5-Step Implementation Process










Step 1: Define 20-year exempt well consumptive use
impacts (1647 afy / 2.2 cfs)
Step 2: Define water-for-water projects=1647 afy / 2.2
cfs at WRIA 55 watershed scale
Step 3: Define mitigation gaps in time and space at
subbasin scale
Step 4: Define list of Net Ecological Benefit (NEB)
projects
Step 5: Determine NEB for WRIA 55, consensus
recommendation on watershed plan update &
Initiating Governments’ approval

Roundtable Discussion

