





EIS Fact Sheet

Project Title and Description: include a brief description of the proposal and its location,
include description and location of the alternatives if different.

Okanogan County adopted an updated Comprehensive Plan in 2014. The County has elected to
draft proposed revisions to the 2014 Comprehensive Plan, which are the subject of analysis for
this final envirenmental impact statement (FEIS).

Name and Address of Proponent (with proposed date for implementation):

Proponent: Okanogan County Planning Department
123 5th Avenue North, Suite 130
Okanogan, Washington 98840

Proposed date of implementation: December 31, 2021
Name and Address of Lead Agency Responsibie Officials:

Lead Agency: Okanogan County Planning Department
Responsible Official: (Stephanie) Pete Palmer
Position/Title: Director of Planning
Phone: {509) 422-7160

Address: 123 5th Avenue North, Suite 130
Okanogan, Washington 98840

Contact Persons for Lead Agencies:

Same

List of Permits and Approvals: should be as complete as possible, note any which may be
tentative or potential, include federal, state and local jurisdiction permils.

The adoption of a revised Comprehensive Plan and land use designation map is a County-wide
non-project legislative action presented for approval to the Okanogan County Board of County
Commissioners.

After the FEIS iIs issued, the Board of County Commissioners will conduct their final review of
the Comprehensive Plan and may adopt the Comprehensive Plan. The process is governed by
Chapter 36.70 RCW, concerning the adoption of a comprehensive plan or other official control,
and chapter 43.21C RCW and chapter 197-11 WAC, concerning the SEPA/EIS process and

requirements.

Authors and Principal Contributors:

The following are Agency individuals who were either reviewers or principal contributors to the
preparation of the EIS:
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sufficient future water supplies to facilitate growth, and in part on the ability of those living outside of
municipal water service areas toc demonstrate legal water availability.






There are approximately 2,804 peopte living in the Kettle Basin. The majority of people live in
unincorporated areas. Approximately 73% of the land in the watershed is forested, with approximately
18% used for range land. Rugged, high mountains are the dominant feature of this region.

Methow River Watershed (WRIA 48)

A tributary of the Columbia River, the Methow is bordered on the west by the Cascade mountains, on
the north by Canada, on the east by Buckhorn Mountains and the Okanogan River drainage, and on the
south by the Columbia River and the Sawtooth Ridge. The river drains a 1,805 square mile area.
Topography within the basin is varied and ranges from mountainous sub-alpine terrain along the
Cascade Crest to the gently sloping, wide valley found along the middle reaches of the Methow River.
The basin is a closed hydraulic system, with alt water originating as precipitation, and no water leaving
the Basin other than via evaporation and streamfiow.

There are approximately 5,889 people living in the Methow Valley census county division. The primary
poputlation centers are Brewster and Twisp.

Okanogan River Watershed (WRIA 48)

The Okanogan River Watershed encompasses about 2,100 square miles in Washington State. This
watershed extends north and south from the Canadian border to the Columbia River. The watershed is
within the Columbia Basin, Cascades, and Northern Rockies ecoregions. Mean precipitaticn over the
Okanogan River Watershed is 15 inches.

There are approximately 32,855 people living in the Okanogan Basin. The primary population centers
are Omak and Qkanogan. The majority of people live in unincorporated areas. The largest land uses in
the basin are forested lands (51%) and agricultural lands (39%).

Climate Change

Changes in temperature and precipitation wiil continue to decrease snow pack and will affect stream
flow and water quality throughout the Pacific Northwest region. Warmer temperatures will result in
more winter precipitation falling as rain rather than snow throughout much of the Pacific Northwest,
particularly in mid-elevation basins where average winter temperatures are near freezing. This change
will result in:

Less winter snow accumulation,

Higher winter streamflows,

Earlier spring snowmelt,

Earlier peak spring streamflow and lower summer streamflows in rivers that depend on
snowmelt (most rivers in the Pacific Northwest)
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The decline of the region’s snowpack is predicted to be greatest at low and middle elevations due to
increases in air temperature and less precipitation falling as snow. The average decline in snowpack in
the Cascade Mountains, for example, was about 25% over the last 40 to 70 years, with most of the
decline due to the 2.5 degrees F increase in cooi season air temperatures over that period. As a result,
seasonal stream flow timing will likely shift significantly in sensitive watersheds (Littell et-al., 2009).
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Groundwater is the primary source of potable water for rural development. Under the State’s
Groundwater Code (Chapter 90.44 RCW), certain small uses of groundwater are exempt from the need
to obtain a water right permit. These uses include domestic or industrial uses of up to 5,000 gallans per
day, irrigation of a fawn or garden of up to one half-acre in size, and stockwater. These permit-exempt
withdrawals have historically been a common method for securing water for residential development in
rural areas where public water from municipal water systems is not available. A State of Washington
Department of Ecotogy report documented that from 2008 through September 4, 2014, 1,238 permit-
exempt wells were drilled in Okanogan County, due in part to growth occurring in rural areas outside of
municipal supply areas.? Use of water to serve rural residences may be higher than urban residences,
due to outdoor water use.

While this section focuses on groundwater, rules adopted by the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology} governing instream flows of surface water are relevant to the analysis. To protect
surface water quantity, Ecology establishes instream flow rules that require a certain amount of water
be left in streams before water may be withdrawn for new uses. Although groundwater permit-exempt
uses do not require a water right permit, they are subject to state water law, including that new
groundwater uses may not impair previously established minimum instream flows. Ecology has
established instream flow rules for only two of the WRIA’s in the County—WRIA 48 and WRIA 48.
Instream flow rules have not been promulgated for WRIA 47 (Chelan}, WRIA 50 (Foster), WRIA 51
{Nespelem), WRIA 52 {Sanpoil}, or WRIA 60 {Kettle).

The extent to which these instream flow rules govern groundwater withdrawals has been a source of
contention that the legislature attempted to resolve through ESSB 6091 in 2018, such that the extent to
which different instream flow rules apply or otherwise restrict permit exempt withdrawals is different
depending on the basin. Pursuant to that legislation, the rule established for the Methow Basin (WRiA
48) {WAC 173-548) explicitly regulates permit exempt groundwater withdrawals, such that evidence of
an adequate water supply must be consistent with the specific applicable requirements. The rule
appropriates 2 cfs of surface water in each of 7 reaches for domestic use and stock watering. This
appropriation is senior in priority date to the surface water appropriated for instream flow. in 2011,
Aspect Consulting prepared a report which estimated the number of groundwater users, both current
and future, and the amount of groundwater each used (see summary in the appendix to this FEIS). The
report found that, except for the lower Methow Reach, there was water remaining in the reserve in
each of the 7 reaches.

WAC 173-548 when adopted in 1976 ciosed several streams and lakes to further appropriation of water
{WAC 173-548-150j. In 1991, the rule was amended to extend the closure to groundwater in hydraulic
continuity with the closed surface water bodies. Maps were generated by Ecology which identified
those areas where hydraulic continuity was thought to occur. In 2019, Ecology began a process to
review and if necessary revise these maps. Late in 2018, Ecology changed their position in terms of their
ability to assess hydraulic continuity and the possilsie impact of permit exempt weils in the restricted
areas of the closed basins. As a result of this and due to concerns over water supply for additional lots,
the Board of County Commissioners adopted a water availability study area within the restricted areas

% State Dep’t of Ecology, Permit Exempt Domestic Well Use in Washington State, Publication no. 15-11-006 {Feb.
2015), available at hitps://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/1511006.pdf
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including municipal water needs. Alternative 4 explicitly restricts development that does not comply
with the adopted instream flow rules for each watershed.

The Alternatives under review in this FEIS will alsc impact the amount of groundwater used through
infiuence on the settlement pattern. While all Alternatives plan for the same number of households
anticipated in the medium growth scenario, the impact of future water use may vary on the location of
development. Aiternative 3 and Alternative 4 would direct a higher proportion of growth to the cities
and towns and their respective expansion areas. Thus, under Alternatives 3 and 4 a higher percentage
of households would be focated in areas where they would be served by municipal water systems. This
would result in a commensurate reducticn of the new households in rural areas using permit exempt
wells, and thus could decrease reliance on groundwater and impacts thereto, Alternatives 1 and 2 direct
a higher proporstion of growth to rural areas, which may be outside of areas served by municipai water
systems. Depending on location, water may be physically or legally unavailable to serve lots in rural
areas, due to physical constraints on water and senior water rights, including minimum instream flows.

Mitigation measures

Okanogan County has secured funding to conduct an analysis throughout the County that will caiculate
the average water used per household and to create a well tracking/accounting system. The analysis
will be similar to the approach used by Aspect in 2011, and would monitor consumptive water usage
against the 2 cfs set-aside in WRIA 48, among other usages.

Anecdotal information from well drillers reveals that in some areas of the County replacement wells
have been drilled to replace welis that have gone dry. No coordinated research has been conducted on
this issue. A future study or reporting system from the well drillers and/or public health would provide
valuable information that would inform other land use regulation and future comprehensive plan
reviews.

In WRIA 48, zoning regulations could be adopted that align with the decision in Okanogan Superior
Court case number 21-2-00039-24, which would restrict reliance on permit-exempt withdrawals.

Such regulations would further limit impacts on groundwater resources, and surface water resources in
hydraulic continuity with such groundwater. WRIA 48 has a watershed pian adopted in 2005. The
watershed council is now working on the implementation phase of the plan, WRIA 48 has an instream
flow rule that regulates water withdrawals. Areas that are in hydraulic continuity with closed surface
waters are closed to further appropriation. Seven reaches have a two cubic foot per second {cfs) set
aside for single domestic and stock use, that has priority over the instream flows. Currently the county is
working on a well tracking system to monitor consumptive water usage against the 2 cfs set-aside.

The 2020 watershed plan for the Okancgan River Basin {(WRIA 49) includes 21 projects and actions that,
together, will offset approximately 3.85 cfs of stream flow impacts, or approximately 13 times the 0.28
cfs potential consumptive use impacts {o instream flows projected to occur in the basin over the next 20
years.?

Chapter 173-200 WAC establishes groundwater quality standards to protect existing and future
beneficial uses of groundwater by reducing or eliminating pollution.

¢ Department of Ecology's Order Adopting the Updated Watershed Plan for Water Resources Inventory
Area 48 (Okanogan River Basin), January 28, 2021,

= D :

Lime ot












Although aquifer recharge areas in the County have not been mapped, to reduce the impacts associated
with development of OSS systems, the County could alsc map the aquifer recharge areas and impose
appropriate conditions on developments in those areas.




























Alternatives 2 and 3, which slightly increase lands designated as agricultural resource compared to
Alternative 1, may result in corresponding increased water use to serve agricultural purposes. By
encouraging ot consolidation to form larger lots, Aiternatives 3 and 4, encourage use of land for
agricultural use. However, larger lot size requirements under Aiternatives 3 and 4 may limit the ability
of agricultural producers to divide or sell their lands.

Mitigation measures

Mitigation for impacts to water resources from the proposed action, including changes in agricultural
use, are discussed in Section 3.2.

Implementation of the Voluntary Stewardship Program may mitigate impacts on agriculture. The
Voluntary Stewardship Program is an incentive-based approach to protecting critical areas on

agricultural land, while maintaining and improving the long-term viability of agriculture.






Alternatives 2 and 3 include objectives specific to protection of fish and wildlife habitat conservation
areas, including designation of critical areas that reference the WDFW Priority Habitat and Species data
and maps, and conservaticn measures necessary to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries. Under
these aiternatives, subsequent review of the zone code should consider the available
science/information regarding those areas of the county that provide habitat and that have been
identified as critical to the sustainability of threatened and endangered species.

Mitigation measures
Some fish and wildiife habitat areas are protected in the Okanogan critical areas ordinance (CAQ). Fish
and wildlife habitat conservation areas are defined under Qkanogan County Code {OCC) 14.12.080.

Within the CAQ, develcpment standards apply to land division and new construction. These standards
are intended to prevent adverse impacts to fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas resuiting from
development, and to require compensatory mitigation where adverse impacts are unavoidable. The
County is in the process of updating its CAO. Updating the CAQ could mitigate impacts to fish and
wildlife by incorporating requirements to meet no net loss of ecosystem function and value and
maintain populations of species in suitable habitats within their natural geographic distribution,
pursuant to WAC 365-190-130.

In addition to the CAQG, the County’s SMP was updated in 2018 and recognizes “that the shorelines of
the state are among the most valuable and fragile of its natural resources.” The SMP contains
regulations that apply to substantiat development within and along shorelines of the state and that
require that all such development result in no net toss of shoreline ecofogical functions.

Besides the SMP and CAO, the zone regulations, which regulate the type and location of land use
activities, play a role in preserving critical habitat. SEPA review is also required for mast land use
permitting activities, with the exception of residential building permits,







Alternatives 3 and 4 generally drive development into incorporated areas and their associated
expansion areas. Thus, under Alternatives 3 and 4, more congestion is anticipated in cities; however,
less development that would rely on primitive roads is expected, and thus fewer upgrades to primitive
roads may be needed under these Alternatives.

Mitigation measures

The County’s resources are limited; therefore, the County must achieve a balance among the needs
across the County, accommodate both rural and urban areas, and plan for various modes of
transportation to maximize person carrying capacity instead of vehicle-moving capacity.

The County can update the Okanogan County Code provisions which regulate transportation, such as
Title 10 (Vehicles and Traffic) and Title 12 {Roads and Bridges}.

To mitigate the impacts to primitive roads, areas served by existing primitive roads that would be
chaltenging to upgrade should be considered for zone designations that aliow less intense uses or be
identified as areas where the cost of improvements is born more directly by the developer, such as
through a clustering requirement with development standards.

The Okanogan Council of Governments (OCGG), serving as the Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (RTPO) has obtained funding to commission a backcountry road analysis. The scope of
work for the analysis should include an assessment of the potential buildout of areas served hy primitive
roads and an analysis of the comparative costs to upgrade the different roads.

The study being conducted by OCOG will perform an analysis of the system of backcountry (primitive)
roads and the potential for development each might serve. Under each Alternative, future decisions
regarding densities and intensity of land use will be informed by the results of the study. In the interim
a review of the road system map combined with the basin specific buildable land calculation done in
each WRIA under county jurisdiction in conjunction with the building permit history should be reviewed
for roads that seem more likely to exceed the threshold of 100 ADTs.

Due to the broad range of topography and the inconsistency in the current conditions of primitive roads,
the cost of upgrading a primitive road may vary widely. Simple, straight stretches could conceivably be
improved with a BST surface for $350,000 per mile. This would be an infrequent scenario. A mare
normai section would be $1,000,000 per mile. There are many mountainous areas that could easily
range from 5 times that cost to being impossible to feasibly upgrade due to terrain, poar alignment, and
environmental concerns. At the low figure of $350,000.00 per mile for upgrade, the 583 miles of
primitive roads would cost $204 miltion dollars. This figure assumes that 1} all primitive roads could be
upgraded to support additional growth; and 2) that all parcels served by public roads will develop to the
level that 100 ADTs is exceeded.

In addition to the study discussed above, a review of the County road standards has been contemplated
for some time. A review of the road standards to determine if the road construction required for
development is adequate to provide for pubtic safety and convenience should be completed. Other
policies, such as large lot subdivisions and exempt segregations not being required to provide any
particular standard of road or even recorded easements for internal roads should be re-examined as
well.






Alternative 3 would lead to increased development and housing in cities and towns compared to
Alternative 1.

Alternative 4 also encourages population and housing growth into cities, towns, and CEAs rather than
into rural areas as compared to Alternative 1. Alternative 4 discourages intensive residential,
commercial, and industrial development. Larger lot sizes are implemented in the resource designation
to avoid conflict with agriculture operations, and may reduce the risk to residential structures from
wildfire,
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captures areas that already display urban characteristics, which would lead fo increased tourism
opportunities in areas where tourism aiready exists. The rural resource low density provides and
accommodates recreational areas and accommodates tourism facilities.. Finally, Alternative 1 also
encourages community develapment in unincorporated towns to allow them to continue to serve as
neighborhood commercial zones, which would likely lead to increased growth in both recreation and
tourism.

Under Alternative 2, the rural resource and recreation resource designations are changed to agricultural
resource and forest resource designations. This would likely lead to a decrease in the amount of land set
aside specifically for recreation as compared to Alternative 1 and would allow for comparatively fewer
recreation opportunities than under Alternative 1. Adoption of CEAs under Alternative 2 may increase
tourism as compared to Alternative 1.

Simitar to Alternative 2, the rural resource and recreation resource designations are changed to
agricuitural resource and forest resource designations under Aiternative 3. This would fikely lead to a
decrease in the amount of land set aside specifically for recreation as compared to Alternative 1, and
would ailow for fewer recreation opportunities than under Alternative 1. Also under Alternative 3,
unincorporated towns and neighborhood commercial centers are significantly smaller and restricted
primarily to existing town plats and the immediate area. Similar to Alternative 2, residential and
commercial growth is encouraged in cities, towns, and expansion areas (depending on their ability to
provide municipal services). Because there are no CEAs under Alternative 1, recreation and tourism are
likely to increase at a higher rate under Alternative 3 as compared to Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 4, rural areas are designated according to their unique attributes to avoid conflicting
uses and protect rural assets. This wouid likely support recreation activities at a similar rate as com pared
to Alternative 1. Also under Alternative 4, resource lands are designated to discourage intensive
residential, commercial, and industrial development. As compared to Alternative 1, this would most
likely have the same impact on increases in recreation, but lead to a lesser degree of increases in
tourism. Finally, Alternative 4 directs more population growth into cities and towns and expansion areas
where it can be served by municipal water and sewer rather than into unincorporated towns and
neighborhood commercial centers. Similar to both Alternatives 2 and 3, this would likely lead to a
greater increase in recreation and tourism opportunities compared to Alternative 1 because the 2016
zoning cede did not adopt city expansion areas.

Mitigation measures

increased development and growth are likely to lead to a greater degree of recreation and tourism. To
mitigate impacts, the County can update its Recreation Plan as needed to promote recreational
opportunities while ensuring resources and habitats are protected from adverse impacts. Additionally,
the County can work with the Tourism Counci! to continue to market tourism opportunities and
promote environmental stewardship and conservation efforts.



