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7 March 2020

Dear Sir or Madam:

I would like to comment on the proposed expansion plan for Mission Ridge Ski Area currently
under consideration by Chelan County and the U.S. Forest Service.

I am a Seattle resident and skier with many visits over the years to ski the lifts at Mission
Ridge as well as the adjacent backcountry. I skied the chairlifts at Mission with several
Wenatchee friends just a week ago. From my friends I heard about the proposed expansion
plans and obtained more detailed information. My comments follow.

Summary:

I am concerned that the residential development proposal is too large and may be
unsustainable in the long term. I am particularly concerned about fire safety and over-demand
on available water sources. I feel that the proposal provides relatively minor improvements for
recreational skiing, improvements that could be made without such a major residential
development.

Specific Comments:

The proposal I’m reviewing is from Ecosign Mountain Resort Planners Ltd., dated 20
November 2019. It calls for 621 new Duplex/Condo/Townhome units, 275 Single Family
Homes, 57 Lodge Rooms, and 80 beds for employee housing. Total Pillows estimated at 3800-
4000, plus 11,000 square-feet of office space.

My first concern about the proposal regards fire safety. Wenatchee Mountain is dry, east-side
forest. 2015 was the largest wildfire season in Washington state history. Homes around the
town of Wenatchee were threatened and fire almost crossed Wenatchee Mountain from the
heavily-burned southwest flank to the Squilchuck Basin where the ski area is located.

I believe that the proposed residential development would be indefensible in the event that fire
swept through the Squilchuck Basin. I’m concerned that the single access road proposed for
the new development would not be adequate to provide entry by firefighting resources, or exit
by residents, in the event of a major fire.

I am also concerned about water sources for the proposed development. It’s a dry area. Is there
enough ground water in the area to support such a large development? Are there plans to pump
water from another source, perhaps the Upper Wheeler Reservoir? It would be good to know
what the plans are and how feasible they would be in light of other usage demands and
expected climate change. The availability of water also bears on the risk posed to the
development by wildfire.
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I do think that the proposed ski lifts integrated with the proposal could be beneficial for
Mission Ridge Ski Area. Mission doesn’t have much beginner terrain, and I think the proposed
Lift 8 would improve this. I’m not familiar enough with the terrain to judge what sort of skiing
the proposed Lifts 6 and 7 would offer. These lift improvements, combined with a much
smaller residential proposal, would be acceptable to me. I’m not in favor of the proposed Lift
5 because it would essentially eliminate the best backcountry skiing at Mission Ridge, into
Stemilt Basin.

Beyond these site-specific comments, I’m concerned about the broader impact of the proposed
development. It seems to me that the proposal is only minimally related to skiing and the ski
area—it’s chiefly a large, year-round real estate development. This will contribute
substantially to traffic on the Squilchuck Creek road and will contribute to sprawl, generally,
in the Wenatchee Valley. It probably won’t contribute significantly to the viability of Mission
Ridge as a ski area.

My conclusion is that the proposed development has significant environmental and safety
issues that I would need to see addressed before I would consider supporting it.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Lowell Skoog
1524 NE 88th Street
Seattle, WA 98115
lowell.skoog@alpenglow.org
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Dear Mr. Lott:
Attached is a letter with my comments on the proposed Mission Ridge Expansion.  Thank you
for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Constance J. Mehmel
PO Box 345
Cashmere WA 98815
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*Source:  Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft EA, 


https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289_FSPLT3_5240396.pdf 


 


March 27, 2020  


To:   RJ Lott, Planning Manager 


Chelan County Community Development 


316 Washington St. Ste 301 


Wenatchee, WA. 98801 


 


From:  Constance Mehmel 


PO Box 345 


Cashmere WA 98815 


 


Re:   Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort Application 


 


Dear Mr. Lott,  


 


I am writing to express my concern about the potential effects of the proposed Mission Ridge 


Expansion on Mission Ridge area’s whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis), a US Forest Service 


sensitive species and a candidate for federal listing as threatened or endangered.  The US Fish 


and Wildlife Service has identified the following threats to the persistence of whitebark pine 


(Federal Register / Vol. 76, No. 138 / Tuesday, July 19, 2011, pages 42631-42654): 


 The introduced pathogen Cronartium ribicola, cause of white pine blister rust. 


 Mortality caused by mountain pine beetles (Dendroctonus ponderosae). 


 Past and ongoing fire suppression. 


 Habitat loss due to climate change. 


 Existing regulatory mechanisms are inadequate to protect the species or its habitat.  


 


The Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft EA states:  “The Mission Ridge population of 


whitebark pine includes both the documented stems in the Project Area and those known in the 


1300-acre habitat on the plateau above the existing ski area (page 72).  Surveyors observed 73 


whitebark pine stems on National Forest and another 88 on adjacent WDFW land (page 63).”*   


 


Page 66 of the draft EA states it is highly likely that whitebark pine is on the private parcel slated 


for development, yet the application makes no mention of this at-risk species.     


 


I urge you to evaluate the impacts on whitebark pine and to research site-specific mitigation 


options in your environmental review.   


 


Sincerely, 


 
 


 


Connie Mehmel 


Forest Entomologist (retired) 


 
 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289_FSPLT3_5240396.pdf





*Source:  Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft EA, 


https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289_FSPLT3_5240396.pdf 
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March 27, 2020

RJ Lott, Planning Manager;
Community Development Department
316 Washington St., Suite 301
Wenatchee, WA 98801
 

Re: Mission Ridge Proposed Expansion

Mr. RJ Lott,

In October 2018, I submitted the attached letter in regards to Tamarack Saddle LLC’s proposed plans
to develop a new ski village immediately east of the Mission Ridge Ski Area.  I’ve attached the old
letter to this comment because the very same issue pertaining to wildfire still exists and have not
been adequately addressed.

Particularly during the hottest, driest months of the fire season, the safety of village residents and
visitors are endangered if the County does not follow its own codes by insisting that there be two
separate means of entering and exiting the development. Failure to have secondary access not only
threatens the lives of villagers during an emerging large wildfire, it all but ensures that regional and
federal firefighting resources will not be sent to the village to protect property. This is because
agencies will not endanger the lives of their firefighters by sending them into the fire trap this
development presents. Approving the project as it stands now makes the County complicit in
endangering people’s lives and exposing those people to great financial loss. Someday major wildfire
will sweep through this development just as wildfires have done in faraway places like Colorado,
California, and Alberta, and just as wildfires have done in nearby places like Pateros and Wenatchee
itself.

The fire protection plan for Tamarack Saddle’s Project Application argues that section 104.8 of the
International Fire Code (IFC) allows the fire code official to grant modifications for individual cases
when the code is impractical. The noted section of the IFC very clearly states that modifications are
allowed only when they do not threaten life and fire safety requirements. Clearly there is a threat to
life and fire safety if a growing summer wildfire engulfs the one road (an entirely realistic scenario)
and leaves the occupants of a development with 4,000 beds with absolutely no means of escape and
no safe way for other resources to help.

Not only could the wildfire losses to this development be immense, but those losses could put the
county on trial, morally and maybe even legally, if the codes are ignored when the region’s own
recent history, when nationally known fire experts, and when its own citizens have given the county
fair warning that the project’s measures for contending with wildfire are grossly inadequate.

I made this point in the first letter and have researched it slightly, and I believe it’s a point the
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Kirsten Larsen, Planning Manager  						October 18, 2018

Department of Community Development

316 Washington Street, Suite 301

Wenatchee, WA 98801



RE:  Wildfire Modification Needed for Mission Ridge Expansion 

Regarding the Mission Ridge Expansion, the local business community has rallied in support of this project. It is believed that the benefits associated with the project will help the ski area thrive and that economic benefits will extend from the ski area to the community at large.

Economics are powerful arguments that sometimes provide incentive for decision makers to sidestep problems associated with a project. The area of concern for me with the current proposal pertains to wildfire hazards. Over time, about 870 homes and condominium units are slated to be built on property now owned by Mission Ridge, yet the development relies on a single access road to service the property. As proposed, the project does not conform to the intent of county policies that developments larger than 40 homes have at least two roads for access and egress.

As a journalist, I’ve reported about fire issues and the dramatic rise of megafires throughout the West. The problem is real and escalating. Consider the following losses in the past six years alone: 700 homes lost around Colorado Springs from back-to-back wildfires during the summers of 2012 and 2013; 300 homes lost near Pateros, Washington from wildfires in 2014; 28 homes lost in the Broadview Development of Wenatchee from the 2015 fire; 2,400 homes lost around Fort McMurray, Alberta from the 2016 wildfires; 1000 homes lost near Redding, California from the 2018 wildfires.



Jamie Tackman is a friend who has worked as a lead-plane pilot for the Forest Service for over 20 years and who directs the ground resources of many of the fires he fights. He says when catastrophic fires eventually visit the new Mission Ridge development (and some day catastrophic fires will visit, even if every precaution is taken), fire bosses are unlikely to defend the development. He warns that “One-way in, one-way out scenarios are deal breakers, I won’t send firefighters into such traps. There have been dozens of firefighter fatalities caused by ignoring this rule.” 



Because of what we know as a community about the dangers of wildfire and because of what is specified in the County’s design criteria codes (15.30.230), please don’t sidestep this issue. 



For two reasons I ask the county to make sure this issue is properly resolved before approving the expansion. First: By approving the current plan, the county would knowingly be endangering the property and the lives of homeowners and visitors residing/using this area during fire season. Second: By knowingly endangering people, I fear Chelan County and Mission Ridge itself might both be considered negligent (and, therefore, held financially liable)  for future wildfire losses, injuries, and/or deaths.



The project, most believe, promises to be a community boon. However, if not properly addressed, future wildfires could transform this project into a community tragedy with many associated problems and costs. For the protection of people, property, the county, and Mission Ridge itself, please adhere to the intent of the county codes: Require secondary access to the area. 







Andy Dappen

2332 Westview Drive

Wenatchee, WA 98801





County’s legal counsel should not take lightly. If the project is approved with only one road in and
out, and if a wildfire catastrophe causes loss of life and great financial loss of property, could the
county be held liable and financially responsible for negligence in violating its own codes? Some
lawyers I’ve interviewed say the county would be given governmental immunity. Other lawyers have
not been so confident that the county would escape being sued. In a number of cases the
Washington State Supreme Court have swept away the protection of governmental immunity when
a county’s disregard of codes have resulted in catastrophic loss to the public it was entrusted to
protect.

I urge you not to put our county in any such a position by strictly adhering to all codes meant to
protect the public as they apply to this development. Chelan County should review the proposal with
a leaning toward safety and full compliance with code, rather than demonstrate a willingness to
make exceptions that benefit the developer but put the community and county itself at risk.

Another major issue with the proposed development, which applies tangentially to fire, is water.
Different Squilchuck irrigation districts report the summer water in the entire drainage is already
maxed-out and that during low-water years the pre-existing water rights of residents and farmers in
the Squilchuck Valley are already not being met. This project claims to draw its water from deep
aquifers but those familiar with the hydrology of the drainage know that the shallow and the deep
water are connected, and that drawing from deeper water steals from the shallow water. In summer
as the development draws water for domestic use and for its fire-protection needs, it will take water
from those with pre-existing rights and a tangle of legal issues the county contributed toward will
ensue. Before approving this plan, insist that the developer produce a study from a non-partial firm
(and one approved by the different irrigation districts), that proves this development will not impact
the water rights of everyone downstream (which is virtually everyone else in the Squilchuck
drainage).

Between 2018 and now my concerns with the proposed village have grown well beyond fire (and
water). I’m concerned about how the development will impact the migration, calving, and mating of
the Colockum elk herd, an issue I suspect the Wenatchee Sportsmen will address with more
authority, but a resource many of us don’t want negatively impacted by the resort’s spring, summer,
and fall use.  I’m concerned how the development violates the fundamental principles behind the
formation of the Stemilt Partnership, which was formed to keep future development from damaging
the water, wildlife, and recreation of the upper Stemilt Basin – all of those elements will be greatly
impacted by all the people this development brings to live and play in the woods.

I’m concerned about the impact on traffic – use of the Squilchuck Road, the proposal’s own study
shows, will grow five to six fold. Is it right that one developer’s property rights have such a large
negative impact on everyone down canyon?  This is a why adherence to RCW 36.70A.110 matters. 
The Washington State Legislature enacted this law because “uncoordinated and unplanned growth
posed a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development and quality of life in
Washington.” The law says that counties “shall designate an urban growth area or areas within
which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban
in nature.” Tamarack Saddle’s village was not designated as an urban growth area by Chelan County
but, with a bed base larger than the city of Cashmere, it is definitely urban in nature. It’s not just a
violation of the law itself but a case study for the problems that arise when urban-type growth is not
carefully managed.

The developer hopes to squeeze through a loophole in the GMA allowing Master Planned Resorts
(MPR) outside of the urban growth area. However, this development meets neither the intent nor
character of an MPR and its designation as such is probably illegal. The development is not self-
contained, does not consist of short-term visitor accommodations, and does not preserve the rural
character of the upper Stemilt and Squilchuck basins or the rural nature of the lower Squilchuck
valley between the ski area and Wenatchee. All of this is necessary for the development to qualify as



an MPR.

Connected to the problems arising from poorly managed growth is what will happen to Wenatchee
itself once Tamarack Saddle begins an aggressive marketing campaign for its mountain village. Many
West Side skiers fed up with the chaos of skiing Crystal Mountain, Snoqualmie Pass, and Stevens
Pass will come looking into a second residence to enjoy skiing that’s only 2.5 hours away. And once
they come looking many will decide to purchase in Wenatchee itself rather than in the village. This
will steadily escalate the cost of housing and property taxes within the city of Wenatchee, escalating
the housing problems and gentrification issues the city is already experiencing.

In conclusion I will state the obvious: It’s a terrible solution that purports to fix one problem (the ski
area’s long-term viability) but creates ten equally serious problems (increased hazard of fire
creation, decreased fire protection and fire safety, battles over water rights, increased issues like
traffic for pre-existing down-valley residents, over-use of surrounding public lands, violation of
codes, violation of the Stemilt Partnership’s, and degradation of the community fabric).

 A solution that spawns a host of legal, environmental, and social problems needs to be rethought.
There are other solutions to Tamarack Saddle’s claims that the development is needed for the ski
area to survive. Around the country, there are some 20-nonprofit ski hills run as community hills.
Three examples are Bogus Basin (above Boise), Bridger Bowl (above Bozeman), and Mt. Spokane
(above Spokane). All three of these operate as community hills rather than destination resorts, have
equal or better infrastructure to Mission Ridge, are of similar size or larger, and cost 10 to 17
percent less to ski. And they are all surviving financially. If the owner is not making a suitable return
on his investment and no longer wishes to run a community hill, one serious solution we should
explore is turning this community asset over to community control.

Rather than starting a chain reaction of bad outcomes, say ‘no’ to this problematic proposal by
enforcing all the codes the Proposed Expansion violates. Let the owner and/or the community
rethink the single issue of how to make the finances of our hometown hill work while it continues
operating as a hometown hill. We have a robust local ski community, and as a community working
together, we can find a far better solution than the one Tamarack Saddle has spent several years
‘selling’ us.

 

Andy Dappen
2332 Westview Drive
Wenatchee, Washington 98801
 

P.S. Please send notice that this message was received and will be added to the public record.
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Dear Planning Manager Lott:
 
Attached please find a letter from Claudia Newman to you (and an attachment) regarding the above-
referenced matter.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
 
 

 
Peggy S. Cahill
Legal Assistant
Bricklin & Newman, LLP
1424 Fourth Avenue
Suite 500
Seattle WA 98101
 
ph.: 206.264.8600
fax: 206.264.9300
 
Spokane Office:                  
25 West Main                      
Suite 234                              
Spokane, WA  99201
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  The information transmitted, including attachments, is intended only for the person(s)
or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material.  Any review,
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or
entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited.  If you received this in error, please contact the sender and
destroy any copies of this information.
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1424 Fourth Avenue, Suite 500, Seattle, WA  98101    ●    25 West Main, Suite 234, Spokane, WA 99201  
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Reply to:  Seattle Office 


 
March 30, 2020 


 
VIA E-MAIL to RJ.Lott@co.chelan.wa.us  


 
Attention: RJ Lott, Planning Manager 
Department of Community Development 
316 Washington Street, Suite 301 
Wenatchee, WA 988801 
 


Re:  Comments on Mission Ridge Ski Area’s Amended Application for a Master 
Planned Resort Overlay District, Development Agreement, and SEPA Review  


 
Dear Planning Manager Lott: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the amended application for a Master 
Planned Resort (MPR) expansion and the Development Agreement submitted by Mission Ridge 
Ski and Board Resort.  
 
I am writing on behalf of the Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association (WSA), a non-profit 
organization dedicated to the conservation of wildlife and the enhancement of habitat in Chelan 
County. WSA members have participated in local fish and wildlife improvement projects in order 
to preserve and enhance natural habitats for decades, dedicating hundreds of volunteer hours 
towards those efforts. In particular, WSA and its members have devoted an enormous amount of 
time and effort towards protecting the spring calving and summer elk habitats in the upper Stemilt 
and Squilchuck Basins from conversion to incompatible uses, including agricultural and residential 
development.  
 
Based on WSA’s vast experience with and efforts towards conservation of wildlife habitat in this 
area, WSA and its members, in collaboration with the Stemilt-Squilchuck Partnership, have 
developed multi-layered and comprehensive knowledge about the area that will be affected by this 
Expansion Proposal. It is within that context, that we provide input regarding the Mission Ridge 
Expansion Proposal, outlined below. After reviewing the materials, WSA offers the following 
comments.  
 
A. Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision 
 
Knowledge and analysis of the data, goals and vision expressed in the Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision, which was prepared in September, 2008, is critical to a proper and complete 
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environmental review of this proposal. It is evident from the face of it, that the Expansion Project, 
as proposed, is in conflict with the vision that the community has developed for this area.  
 
The Stemilt Partnership consists of a broad coalition of agriculture, wildlife, recreation, and 
conservation interests in Chelan County. It was formed in response to proposed privatization and 
development of 2,500 acres of public land in the Stemilt Basin owned by the Department of Natural 
Resources. Beginning in the fall of 2007, the Stemilt Partnership engaged with a broad spectrum 
of the community in an extensive planning effort to identify shared goals and key strategies for the 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Watershed.   
 
Recognizing the critical role that the land in the Stemilt and Squilchuck Basins play in providing 
clean and essential water, wildlife habitat, and a variety of public recreational opportunities, the 
Stemilt Partnership and Chelan County worked with DNR to stop the sale and conversion of these 
forest lands to agricultural or other land uses inconsistent with the Stemilt Partnership goals.  
 
Following an extensive community outreach process and a survey of more than 40 organizations 
and individuals representing a broad spectrum of interests, goals were developed and agreed upon 
by the constituents of the Partnership. They include, in order of priority:  
 


1.  protecting water resources; 
2.  conserving wildlife resources; and 
3.  maintaining and enhancing recreational access.  


 
The findings, guiding principles, and values, and other components of this group’s conceptual plan 
were summarized in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report. 
 
The Stemilt Partnership has been a tremendous resource for identifying and resolving issues in the 
Stemilt and Squilchuck Basins. Knowledge and analysis of the goals and visions expressed in the 
Stemilt- Squilchuck Community Vision provide a proven community-based approach that needs 
to be considered for the proposed action. 
 
The land that was in danger of conversion included Sections 16, 20, 22, and 28 in T21N, R20E, 
which are adjacent to (Section 20) and near the project site. Wildlife and wildlife habitat in all of 
these areas of the forest will be adversely impacted by the Expansion Project.  
 
The Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision includes a Conceptual Plan, which illustrates how 
wildlife, water, recreation, agriculture, and development overlap and interact and, specifically, 
how the four DNR exchange sections – and surrounding public lands – including those recently 
purchased lands (4000+ acres) purchased cooperatively by Rocky Mount Elk Foundation, Chelan 
County, WSA, and DFW, fit into the larger landscape. The Conceptual Plan assigns a large portion 
of the area in the Expansion Project as “Secondary Wildlife and Habitat Area.” Residential and 
commercial development is certainly not planned for that area. See Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision Report Map 6.4. The parcels near the Project area are designated Primary 
Wildlife and Habitat Areas. 
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While the Vision does include enhancing recreational access, it is clear that the plan envisions 
potential expansions would involve just cross country skiing, bicycle routes, and other low impact 
recreation. The Vision certainly does not envision introducing residential and commercial 
development onto Sections 19, 24, 25, and 30. 
 
The Stemilt Partnership has recently completed the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan in 
collaboration with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Washington Department 
of Natural Resources. That Plan directly addresses the goal of maintaining and enhancing 
recreational access as stated in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report. The vision 
statement is to:  
 


Establish sustainable recreation opportunities in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Basin 
through a community based planning process that embraces community values, 
protection of water and wildlife resources, and collaboration with all stakeholders. 


 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan at 9. An EIS would allow a full analysis of consistency of the 
proposal with this plan. In addition, the preparation of an EIS would, in and of itself, further the 
goal stated above – allow for a community based planning process that allows input from all 
stakeholders. 
 
Note also that the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report states:  
 


Future development plans for Mission Ridge Ski and Snowboard Resort should be 
thoroughly vetted through a feasibility study, completed in close coordination with 
Chelan County, the Stemilt Partnership, the U.S. Forest Service, and WDFW… 


 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report at 45. This feasibility study should be accompanied 
by and informed by an EIS.  
 
The Expansion Project undermines the extraordinary efforts that Chelan County, the Stemilt 
Partnership, and Washington State have gone to in the interest of protecting and conserving the 
valuable habitat in this area. This proposal will have significant adverse impacts that will directly 
and severely undercut those efforts by introducing residential and commercial development and 
expanded recreational use in the upper watershed that will adversely affect the water resources and 
will put direct pressure on wildlife and negatively impact critical wildlife habitat. 
 
B. An EIS Must be Prepared for the Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal  
 
As described above, Mission Ridge is proposing to expand into pristine forest habitat that the local 
community, Chelan County, and the State of Washington have endeavored to protect for several 
decades. The Expansion Project is proposed on Forest Service land, WDFW land, and private lands 
in T21N, R19E, Sections 24 and 25 and in T21N, R20E, Sections 19 and 30. The entire project 
must be considered as a whole. Environmental review of those portions on private land and those 
portions on federal land cannot be segmented from each other.  
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The area at issue contains extraordinary fish and wildlife habitat and serves a valuable role in 
protecting water resources. The local community has stated, in no uncertain terms, that protection 
of water resources in this area is a paramount concern and the conservation of wildlife resources 
– including essential habitat – is a high priority supported by a variety of interests and critical to 
maintaining the way of life in the community.  
 
Now, Mission Ridge is proposing to introduce conflicting high impact uses that are incompatible 
with the goals and efforts of these land purchases and with the overall goals that have been 
established for this area by the local community and Washington State. The proposed expansion 
seeks permission for a massive development in this very same basin. The updated development 
materials propose 275 homes, 621 condos, townhomes, and duplexes, 110,000 square feet of 
commercial space, a 57 room lodge, a convention center, restaurants, retail stores, access roads, 
chair lifts, summer concert venue, parking lots, new ski runs, new Nordic skiing and snowshoe 
trails, a winter snow play area, and a 4.9 million gallon reservoir.  
 
Instead of being protected, this Forest Service and Mission Ridge land will be logged, graded, 
contoured, and then overwhelmed with noise, lights, people, buildings, waste, vehicles, and 
machinery. Not only is the Expanded Project area itself critical habitat, but it is also adjacent to 
the very same sections of the forest that the State Fish and Wildlife Department recently purchased. 
The conversion of this Mission Ridge and Forest Service property from forest land into residential 
uses, commercial uses, and expanded recreational uses will have devastating environmental 
impacts.  
 
There can be no question that a project of this scope and scale, on geologically hazardous slopes, 
critical habitat, wetlands, riparian areas, elk migration corridors, state and federally managed lands, 
and in an area with a recent landslides and slope failures, will have significant environmental 
impacts. Mission Ridge is proposing to significantly and permanently alter large swaths of the 
pristine alpine forests, to dramatically increase human activity, and to construct a project that is 
the size of a small town in this remote area. This project will permanently, dramatically, and 
fundamentally alter the character, habitat quality, and environmental integrity of the area. As a 
result, this project requires a Determination of Significance and Environmental Impact Statement 
(“EIS”) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).   
 


1. State Environmental Policy Act requirements 
 
The Washington State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”), Ch. 43.21C RCW, et seq., and its 
implementing regulations, Ch. 197-11 WAC, dictates when a governmental agency must require 
an EIS for a proposal. If a proposal may have a probable significant adverse environmental impact, 
then the responsible official must prepare and issue a determination of significance and require an 
EIS.  WAC 197-11-360(1). The Washington Supreme Court has said  


 
In essence, what SEPA requires, is that that the “presently unquantified 
environmental amenities and values will be given appropriate consideration in 
decision making with economic and technical considerations.” RCW 
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43.21C.030(2)(b).  It is an attempt by the people to shape their future environment 
by deliberation, not default. 


 
Stemple v. Dept. of Water Resources, 82 Wn.2d 109, 118 (1973).   
 
The environmental checklist and supporting application documents are used to make a threshold 
determination regarding whether the proposal is likely to cause significant adverse environmental 
impacts. WAC 197-11-330. SEPA regulations define the term “significant” as follows:  
 


(1) "Significant" as used in SEPA means a reasonable likelihood of more than a 
moderate adverse impact on environmental quality. 


 
(2) Significance involves context and intensity (WAC 197-11-330) and does not 
lend itself to a formula or quantifiable test. The context may vary with the physical 
setting. Intensity depends on the magnitude and duration of an impact. 


 
The severity of an impact should be weighed along with the likelihood of its 
occurrence. An impact may be significant if its chance of occurrence is not great, 
but the resulting environmental impact would be severe if it occurred. 


 
WAC 197-11-794.   
 
If the responsible official determines that a proposal may have a probable significant adverse 
environmental impact, the responsible official shall prepare and issue a DS. WAC 197-11-360. 
When a DS is issued for a proposal, that means that the proposal is a “major action significantly 
affecting the quality of the environment” and the requirements of RCW 43.21C.030 are triggered. 
RCW 43.21C.030; See also Moss v. City of Bellingham, 109 Wn. App. 6, 14 (2001).  
 
The responsible official must evaluate the location of the proposal, recognizing that the same 
proposal might have a significant adverse impact in one location but not in another. WAC 197-11-
330(3)(a). The impacts of a proposal can vary depending on its location. As the regulations state, 
both the context and intensity of the impact must be considered in evaluating the significance of 
adverse environmental impacts.  For example, if a new development were to occur in an already-
developed urban core, that would be a far different—and less significant—context than if the new 
development were proposed for undeveloped forest land. Even if the intensity of the proposal is 
relatively low, if it occurs in a sensitive context, the proposal can still result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts. Of course, if the proposal is a high-intensity proposal within a sensitive 
context, significant adverse environmental impacts will certainly occur.   
 
The Mission Ridge proposal is a high-intensity proposal within a sensitive context. The impacts 
from the proposal are much more significant at the proposed location than they would be in other 
parts of Chelan County where residential and commercial development is already existing. The ski 
park expansion will turn undeveloped, forested land that provides valuable wildlife habitat and 
serves as a vital part of the forest ecosystem stretching across the adjacent Okanogan-Wenatchee 
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National Forest into highly developed commercial and residential developments, complete with 
streets, dramatically increased traffic, and extensive loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat. 
 
The responsible official must also consider impacts that appear marginal in isolation, but when 
considered together may result in significant adverse impacts.  WAC 197-11-330(3)(c). Traffic, 
impacts to wetlands, conversion of forest lands to developed impervious surfaces, aesthetics, 
stormwater runoff from construction and erosion into adjacent streams, destruction of wildlife 
habitat, impacts to wildlife, and a host of other potential impacts must be considered together to 
determine whether or not the proposal will have a significant impact as a whole.  Much like a 
potential homebuyer would consider small factors, such as the location of the home, floor layout, 
and backyard, all together make potential buyer want to pass on the house, the County must 
consider all of the potential impacts together to determine if they will have a significant impact.  
In this case, the forest ecosystem stretching over 1,000 acres will be fundamentally and 
permanently altered.  When all impacts are considered together, the proposal will certainly have a 
significant impact on the surrounding environment.   
 
The responsible official must also consider whether the proposal is hard to forecast because some 
variable cannot be predicted.  WAC 197-11-330(3)(d).  Forests and wetlands are an example of a 
complex ecosystem where it is difficult to forecast environmental impacts and requires further 
environmental analysis. Both ecosystems are dependent on a variety of different components, 
ranging from wildlife to vegetation to water quantity and quality.     
 
Finally, the responsible official must consider whether the proposal may to a significant degree 
adversely affect sensitive areas such as wetlands and wilderness.  WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i).  As 
previously noted, there is no doubt that destruction of forested wilderness will occur, and the 
environmental checklist notes the presence of wetlands at the proposed site. Accordingly, the 
responsible official must place the DS in the lead agency's file and must provide notice of the DS 
to the public as prescribed by WAC 197-11-510. The DS then mandates the preparation of an EIS 
for this project proposal.  
 


2. The 1986 FEIS does not meet SEPA requirements for environmental 
review of the current Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal 


 
I am assuming that the County will not rely on the 1986 FEIS as a substitute for an EIS for the current 
proposal, but it obviously would not be allowed under RCW 43.21C.034, WAC 197-11-405, WAC 
197-11-600, and WAC 197-11-620. These provisions set clear limitations on the use of existing 
documents and, in this case, the criteria set forth are not met by the 1986 FEIS. There would be so 
many obvious errors with any attempt to rely on the 1986 FEIS (as a substitute for an EIS for this 
project) that it’s difficult to know where to start, but the following are some highlights:  
 


 The FEIS is extremely out of date—it was published in 1986. Not only has scientific 
understanding and information changed dramatically over the course of thirty years, but so 
have the conditions within Chelan County that the FEIS purports to analyze, the laws that 
apply to the property at issue, the ownership and management of property surrounding the 
area, and much, much more.  
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 The proposal that was analyzed in the 1986 FEIS was a completely different proposal with 
different impacts. The two projects are not similar in timing, they are not similar in types 
of impacts, and they are not similar in alternatives. Tellingly, the proposal under 
consideration in the 1986 FEIS was much smaller than the current proposal, yet it was still 
deemed to have significant adverse environmental impacts that warranted an FEIS. The 
current proposal is much larger in scope and intensity, and it will disturb an even more 
sensitive area within the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest.  


 
 The 1986 FEIS was not even an adequate EIS for the proposal that it reviewed at that time.  


The alternatives within the FEIS are briefly described, and there is absolutely no discussion 
of the potential environmental impacts of each alternative as required by WAC 197-11-
440(5). The analysis within the FEIS is wholly inadequate. For instance, the entire 
discussion of the impacts to “Flora and Fauna” consist of five short bullet point paragraphs, 
largely noting that there will be impacts from the development but providing no details of 
those impacts. 


 
 The 1986 FEIS analysis is not relevant or adequate with respect to analyzing and disclosing 


the affected environment, significant environmental impacts (including unavoidable 
impacts), and mitigation measures of the current proposal that is currently under 
consideration. Also, it does not contain the requisite information identified in WAC 197-
11-440 for the current proposal.   


 
 The 1986 FEIS does not include an analysis of reasonable alternatives to the current 


proposal under consideration.      
 
The applicant’s own project narrative acknowledges the shortcomings of this outdated and 
irrelevant FEIS, noting that “some of the information originally assessed as part of that Final 
Environmental Impact Statement may not be relevant due to various statutory and wildlife changes 
. . .” Revised Project Narrative at 27. 
 


3. The Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal will have significant adverse 
environmental impacts 


 
The Mission Ridge proposal will have significant adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
associated with fish and wildlife and their habitat, traffic and transportation, steep slopes, 
stormwater, septic, groundwater, water resources, wetlands and streams, trees and vegetation, fire, 
noise, land use, recreation, and more as I explain in detail below.  
 


a. Fish and wildlife impacts 
 
The Stemilt-Squilchuck Watershed encompasses 50,000 acres from snowy Mission Peak, through 
subalpine forests, to the shores of the Columbia River.  It is a haven for fish and wildlife.  
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That area provides critical seasonal habitat for elk and mule deer in the summer and spring. It is 
also home to an abundance of fish and wildlife including, but not limited to, the spotted and 
flammulated owl, white headed and pileated woodpecker, western toad, west slope cutthroat, 
rainbow trout, eastern brook trout, and predators such as black bear, grizzly bear, Canada Lynx, 
wolverine, Cascade red fox, gray wolf, bobcat, and mountain lion. Many of these species are listed 
as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act.  
 
With this proposal, Mission Ridge would destroy fish and wildlife habitat and will introduce uses 
into the area that will significantly and adversely affect wildlife for miles around. It will 
dramatically affect and permanently remove precious habitat for fish, birds, grouse, deer, elk, bear, 
and the whole complement of other wildlife species who live in the Stemilt Basin area. Habitat 
will be removed to make way for new ski runs and lifts.  Habitat will be removed and replaced 
with new condominiums and homes, commercial retail, restaurants, and other 
commercial/recreational services that will be essentially the size of a small town. Increasing 
residential development and recreational use in the upper watershed increases pressure on wildlife 
and negatively impacts critical wildlife habitat. These new conflicting uses will obliterate existing 
habitat and will be incompatible with wildlife uses adjacent to and near the new development.  The 
new asphalt access road, which would be open year-round, will introduce traffic, noise, and lights 
that will cause significant impacts to wildlife as well. With people, come dogs and other pets, 
which are a source of harassment for wildlife and, at times, a direct cause of wildlife mortality.  
The commercial and residential development will generate trash that will, in turn, create conflicts 
with bears. The introduction of new chair lifts, new terrain, alpine ski runs, new Nordic skiing and 
snowshoe trails, winter snow-play area, and access to backcountry ski touring will introduce noise, 
pets, people, bright lights, and more to the detriment of critical wildlife habitat that is currently 
protected as forest. Once the habitat is gone, you cannot replace it. 
 
An EIS is necessary in order to properly analyze and disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
(short-term and long-term) negative habitat effects on wildlife from habitat alteration caused by 
logging and clearing habitat for ski runs, residential housing, the new asphalt road, and commercial 
buildings. The impact of seasonal recreational hikers, snowshoers, and cross-country skiers on all 
other lands adjacent to the ski area on wildlife and wildlife habitat also needs to be evaluated. It is 
also critical that an EIS disclose and analyze the impacts of the residential, commercial, and 
expanded recreational uses on the project site and on the surrounding forest lands.  
 
Among other things, the Expansion Project will have significant adverse impacts to elk and elk 
habitat. This area is particularly significant in elk ecology. Elk and mule deer roam the landscape, 
using lower elevations for winter range and upper elevations for summer range. An estimated 500 
elk use the upper watershed for calving grounds and the area is a critical migration landscape for 
both elk and deer as they move to and from the Columbia River and the Colockum Wildlife Area, 
West into the Wenatchee National Forest, and as far west as the Teanaway. Elk migrate seasonally. 
A development of this magnitude of will have a significant negative impact on elk migration, not 
to mention calving, foraging, and cover habitat for much of the year. The addition of roads and 
increased year-round traffic for the proposed residences increases the risk of elk and deer vehicle 
collisions and reduces elk and deer use within an area much larger than the roads themselves. 
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A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) that was prepared by the Okanogan Wenatchee National 
Forest for its review of Mission Ridge’s Proposal (an amendment to the Mission Ridge Special 
Use Permit) states that the Special Use Permit approval would or reduce the quality of elk habitat 
on approximately 567 acres on state and federal lands, and effectively eliminate approximately 
524 acres of elk habitat on the private property due the high levels of human disturbance of the 
proposed alpine village. This disturbance would be year-round as opposed to the current ski 
season. The numbers and impacts are significant. Decreases in habitat and increased human 
activity have devastating impacts on elk herds. In the past decade, increased outdoor recreation in 
places like Vail, Colorado has reduced elk herds from over 1,000 to a mere 53 elk. Disturbances 
related to recreational activities are behind this decline. Christine Peterson, “Americans’ love of 
hiking has driven elk to the brink, scientists say,” The Guardian (Aug 25, 2019). According to one 
study, 30% of elk calves died if mother elk were disturbed an average of seven times during calving 
season. Phillips, G and William Alldredge, “Reproductive Success of Elk Following Disturbance 
by Humans During Calving Season,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 64(2), 521-530 (2000). 
These animals are very sensitive to human activity and disturbance. 
 
The dramatic increase in traffic may interfere with the elk’s ability to access other routes and may 
result in increased collisions with vehicles. Also, increased travel time to walk around the area and 
find alternative routes due to disturbances reduces the amount of time spent feeding or resting. 
L.M et al, “Behavioral Responses of North American Elk to Recreational Activity,” Journal of 
Wildlife Management, 73(3), 328-338 (April 2009). This could impact animal health. Also, in 
general, this entire region has experienced a dramatic increase in the number of people utilizing 
the land for outdoor recreation. The “alternative routes” free from human disturbance are already 
scarce. Furthermore, saying a project should be allowed because the wildlife can find other habitat 
elsewhere is precisely why species struggle in the face of ever-expanding human development.  
 
A development of this magnitude will have a significant negative impact on elk migration in this 
area, not to mention calving, foraging, and cover habitat for much of the year. The addition of 
roads and increased year round traffic for the proposed residences increases the risk of elk and 
deer vehicle collisions and reduces elk and deer use within an area much larger than the roads 
themselves. With the saturated year-round human use in the area all the way to the top of Mission 
Ridge where the proposed restaurant would be built, elk migration across the basin would be pretty 
much destroyed. With the significantly increased traffic flow to the proposed village and the 
addition recreational hiking, skiing, snowshoeing, biking, and other traffic, the upper basin will 
likely produce too much disturbance for elk and deer to tolerate. The substantial increase in 
vehicular traffic on public roads below the village and ski area as well as the elk fences around the 
proposed Wheeler Ridge LLC orchards in the area would prevent the elk and deer from using that 
space for migration between winter and summer habitats. The result will be elk being pushed out 
of Squilchuck and Stemilt basins for migratory purposes and either pushed into Wenatchee Heights 
orchards or other lower areas for orchardists and other landowners to deal with, or for migrating 
elk to move over the top of Mission Ridge and migrate on the south side. The impacts need to be 
understood.  
 
The Revised Project Narrative and SEPA checklist state, incorrectly, that the Expansion Project is 
not in a migration route. Revised Project Narrative at 30 and Revised SEPA Checklist at 16 (“This 
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site is not part of a mammal migration route”). In contrast, the WDFW Priority Habitats and 
Species Report included in the application materials indicates the Expansion Project is in the 
migration area for elk. Appendix E to amended application materials at page 133.  
 
Furthermore, the Expansion Project materials reference the possibility of mitigation measures to 
offset the impacts, but details are scarce. Mission Ridge states, “[t]he Applicant is working with 
experts to limit disturbance to elk calving, limit conflicts between wildlife and humans due to 
attractants such as garbage, and to retain open spaces and riparian areas.” Revised Project Narrative 
at 30. Assuming the considerable construction, noise, lights, sounds, smells, cars, and bustling 
human activity of a small town in what was once wilderness does not permanently deter elk from 
using this entire area moving forward, the existence of measures to mitigate this significant 
disturbance does not absolve the project from the significant adverse impacts it will actually cause. 
Mission Ridge has not offered a mitigation plan or any effective measures to protect elk in the 
area, and the agency should not give them that unearned benefit.  
 
The Expansion Project would significantly impact whitebark pines. Whitebark pine (Pinus 
albicaulis) is a rare sensitive species and a candidate for federal listing as threatened or endangered. 
The EA that was prepared by the Okanogan Wenatchee National Forest for its review of Mission 
Ridge’s Special Use Permit application states that there are approximately 161 whitebark pines on 
the Forest Service and WDFW land, and an unknown number on the private parcel. Forest Service 
Draft EA at 63. “Based on topography, vegetation patterns, and drone footage, it is highly likely 
that whitebark pine is also present on the private parcel.” Forest Service Draft EA at 66.  
 
The success of whitebark pines is dependent upon Clark’s nutcrackers for seed distribution. The 
EA states, “[i]t is thus important to maintain as much whitebark in the Project Area as possible, 
and in strategic locations, so as to encourage visitation by nutcrackers in cone crop years.” Forest 
Service Draft EA at 71. Yet the Mission Ridge application materials do not discuss how the 
Expansion Project will impact this important bird. It is inevitable that the Expansion Project will 
deter a wide variety of interconnected wildlife from the area. Simply pointing to the preservation 
of some trees or narrow strips of unaltered land that could theoretically be used for habitat does 
not mean that wildlife will have any interest in using it due to the overwhelming amount of human 
activity and landscape modification involved in a massive project of this scope. Further analysis 
regarding the project’s impacts on Clark’s nutcracker behavior and range is necessary.   
 


b. Water impacts 
 
There is a concerning lack of information regarding the availability of water for the Expansion 
Project. Mission Ridge fails to adequately detail how they will obtain an adequate supply of water 
necessary to supply the new small town, as well as the artificial snow machines that will be used 
at a higher and higher rate due to climate change. The Mission Ridge application indicates that it 
is still working on figuring out whether its current water rights can cover the increased usage. 
Revised Project Narrative at 21. The Revised SEPA Checklist states that they intend to utilize 
existing water rights from Squilchuck Creek and Lake Creek. Revised SEPA Checklist at 9. 
However, Mission Ridge will likely need to obtain changes to existing water rights. Mission Ridge 
also discusses drilling a number of additional wells.  
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While details are scarce at this point, one thing is abundantly clear—the Expansion Proposal will 
dramatically increase the water usage in the area. This dramatic increase in water withdrawal and 
usage is likely to have significant environmental impacts that should be considered. The County 
must evaluate the impact of additional water usage and how using the high elevation aquifer will 
affect senior water users downstream from the proposed development, 
 
The application materials also reference the construction of one or more storage reservoirs for 
snow making. Revised SEPA Checklist at 11. But little information is available. How many 
reservoirs are needed? What will the rate of usage be? How much water will the development use? 
How much water will the snow-making machinery use? Is enough water available? How will it 
impact erosion, stormwater, and downstream critical habitat?  Mission Ridge says, “The final 
quantity of water needed for domestic use is not known at this time and will be determined in 
consultation with the Department of Health.” This is not adequate. Reservoir construction and 
significant increases in water usage in the area is likely to have significant impacts on water 
resources in the area. 
 
In addition to inadequate information and assessment regarding water availability and usage, the 
Mission Ridge application materials are largely silent on the details for the wastewater disposal 
for this massive development on immediate and surrounding areas. The SEPA Checklist simply 
states, “Water, septic, and sanitary sewer systems would also be developed as part of the Mission 
Ridge Expansion.” Revised SEPA Checklist at 28. Apparently, “[t]he Resort will manage 
collection, treatment, and disposal of wastewater with residential and large on-site septic systems.” 
Id. Basically, it will scatter wastewater drain fields around the entire property. Revised Project 
Narrative at 21. These drain fields can have significant adverse impacts on surface and 
groundwater quality.  
  
This proposal will likely have significant adverse stormwater and water quality impacts. Logging 
the area and then introducing a significant amount of new asphalt, concrete, and structures into 
this otherwise undeveloped area will create a new source of pollution of stormwater, streams, and 
groundwater leading up to the site and on-site. Drainage patterns and the hydraulics of the site will 
be significantly changed. The quality of water that flows into Squilchuck Creek and, in turn, must 
be protected against contamination and pollutants that would significantly and adversely impact 
the irrigation water systems that rely on that water source. The application materials state “runoff 
flows and volumes are unknown at this time, but it is anticipated that the project will utilize onsite 
infiltration and dispersion to achieve water quality and flow control standards,” Revised Project 
Narrative at 22. Mission Ridge must provide more detailed information and obtain the necessary 
state and county water authorizations in order to assess the impacts.  
 


c. Steep slope impacts  
 


The Expansion Project will have significant adverse steep slope impacts. Slope stabilization issues 
are plentiful in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Basin and within the proposed area of development. The 
project site and surrounding area is identified by Chelan County as being within both landslide 
hazard areas and erosion hazard areas.  
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The January 17, 2020 cover letter for the Mission Ridge Expansion Application materials submittal 
indicates that they’ve included, among other things, as “Appendix F,” a Geologic Hazards Report 
dated December 19, 2020. That document was not posted to the website at all – it was completely 
missing. Because it was not included in the materials that were made available to the public during 
the public comment period, the public should be allowed additional time to submit comments on 
that report after it’s made available.   
 
In its project narrative, Mission Ridge attempts to downplay the risks, stating “[i]t is believed that 
the landslide events occurred under notably different geologic and climatic conditions during the 
end of the Pleistocene Epoch.” Revised Project Narrative at 29. The Pleistocene Epoch is from 2.6 
million to 11,700 years ago. This is incredibly misleading.  That we know of, there have been 
several active slides including Whispering Ridge and within the Mission Ridge ski area boundary 
within the last few years. A 100-acre landslide occurred on the Mission Ridge Ski Area, on lands 
leased from the U.S. Forest Service, in 2016. There was a large mid-slope failure up-slope from 
the main lodge. Approximately 97% of the project area has a high risk of shallow and deep-seated 
landslides. In March, 2016, the Chelan County Sheriff’s Office warned residents in the Wenatchee 
Heights area about the risk of a massive landslide as a result of huge cracks that were developing 
in the ground in a neighborhood near the Mission Ridge Ski area. The proposed tree removal, soil 
contouring, roads, ski runs, snow-making operations, and housing developments will exacerbate 
slope stabilizing issues not only in the area of development, but for existing properties downslope 
of the proposed development.  
 
Mission Ridge is proposing a significant amount of logging of forest lands. They will be also be 
altering the hydraulics of the project site by introducing septic systems and a significant amount 
of new impervious surfaces into the area. There will be filling, excavation, and grading associated 
with this proposal. Clearing and construction could introduce new and exacerbate existing slope 
stability issues. It will likely take considerable excavation and earth work to put in the new access 
road, plus stabilization measures to prevent future problems in this slide prone area.  


 
It simply cannot be denied that this proposal could have significant adverse impacts to the unstable 
slopes in the area. Because unstable slopes are in and around the area of the Expansion Project, an 
EIS is necessary to evaluate the proposed logging, road building, construction, septic, stormwater, 
and operation activities with respect to the potentially unstable slopes or landforms that may be 
affected. The geologic instability in the ski area needs full assessment by geologists and 
environmental engineers to ensure that all of these changes and activities are environmentally safe. 
 


d. Traffic impacts 
 
The Expansion Project will have significant adverse traffic and transportation related impacts. 
Introducing new chair lifts, new terrain, alpine ski runs, new Nordic skiing and snowshoe trails, 
winter snow-play area, and access to backcountry ski touring will invite significant new traffic, 
buses, trams, and other vehicles into the area. The new condominiums and homes, commercial 
retail, day lodge, restaurants, and other commercial/recreational services designed to accommodate 
residents and guests at those homes and visitors to the ski resort will have enormous traffic impacts.  
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The Expansion Project is projected to create an additional 9,468 average daily trips. SEPA 
Checklist, page 27. There are already existing major traffic problems on the roads during ski season 
and this will only serve to greatly exacerbate the problem.  
 
Furthermore, the county should consider these traffic impacts on wildlife in the area. How will the 
traffic change wildlife migration and range? An EIS is necessary to fully assess these impacts to 
people, the environment, and wildlife.   
 


e. Light impacts 
 
The Expansion Project will have significant adverse light related impacts. The new ski runs will 
be lit up via light towers along the side of the runs to provide for night skiing. The lighting and 
light pollution associated with the entire town Mission Ridge is proposing to construct on the 
adjoining parcel will certainly have significant impacts on wildlife in the area. The county must 
consider the impacts of the considerable amount of unnatural lighting associated with ski runs and 
an entire village in what is currently remote, dark wilderness. 
 


f. Wetland and stream impacts  
 
The Expansion Project will have significant adverse impacts on wetlands and riparian areas. The 
development on the private property will destroy two wetlands and will generate considerable 
wastewater that will likely impact downstream surface water, groundwater, and wetlands in the 
area. In addition to the private parcel’s wetland and riparian impacts on immediate and adjoining 
lands, the proposed activities on state and federal lands will likely adversely impact the wetlands, 
streams, and riparian areas across the project area and beyond. The tree removal, grading, soil 
contouring, snow making, snow compaction, and human activity will likely increase erosion, 
impair water quality, and reduce wetland diversity. Given these likely significant adverse impacts 
on wetlands and riparian areas, an EIS is required.  
 


g. Fire impacts 
 
An EIS is needed to fully study the significant fire impacts involved in the Expansion Project. This 
issue should be given full consideration and study in a more thorough environmental review. 
Approximately 66% of the project area is rated as high to very high fire risk. Considering that the 
preponderance of wildfires are caused by humans, the proposed project will undoubtedly increase 
wildfire risk as spring, summer, and fall recreationalists from Mission Ridge condos and houses 
explore the forest habitat for miles. An EIS is necessary to analyze the potential and risk of wildfire 
in the area that will be caused by this Expansion Project. 
 


h. Noise impacts 
 
The Expansion Project will introduce significant noise into an extremely pristine, quiet area that 
is currently entirely forested and provides significant habitat for wildlife. Noise will result from 
the residential and commercial development. Construction noise will be significant. Noise will be 
introduced into the area by the increased Nordic skiers, snowshoeing, hikers, bikers, dogs, music, 
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outdoor events, crowds, and motor bikes. Furthermore, due to snow making and snow grooming, 
noise associated with ski activities are significantly higher than most other recreational activities 
or residential developments. Therefore, this facility is likely to have greater significant noise 
impacts than other recreational uses. The potential for significant adverse noise impacts on wildlife 
that must be fully disclosed and analyzed in an EIS.  
 


i. Land use impacts 
 


This proposal will have significant adverse land use impacts. As a starting point, it will adversely 
impact nearby forestland of long term significance. The Expansion Project is stretching into the 
forest well beyond the existing recreational area.  It’s encroaching into the forest beyond what’s 
appropriate for and compatible with forests and wildlife habitat.  Not only is it proposed right in 
the middle of the forest (and therefore will impact the forest use by wildlife and downstream water 
uses), this conversion could open up roads and justifications for allowing additional conversions 
to other development in the area.   
 
The proposal is inconsistent with the underlying zoning requirements, which are meant to ensure 
development conditions are consistent with land use goals in the district. The purpose of RR20 is 
“to allow for low-intensity rural development, agricultural, and forestry uses which do not require 
the extension of services or infrastructure. These areas provide greater opportunities for protecting 
sensitive environmental areas and creating open space typical of a rural setting.” CCC 
11.06.020.1.A. Appropriate uses for these areas are open space, residential, agriculture, and 
forestry. CCC 11.06.020.1.B.  
 
The code acknowledges that additional uses may be considered with supplemental provisions. 
Variations are allowed under some circumstances when supplementation provisions address 
performance standards, impacts to the surrounding area, and are consistent with the comprehensive 
plan. But there are limits to these additional uses that may be considered. 
 


Such [additional] uses may include: natural resource support facilities and services; 
mineral resource activities; small-scale recreational or tourist uses that rely on a 
rural location or setting, but that do not include a new residential component; 
intensification of development on lots containing existing isolated nonresidential 
uses; home occupations; bed and breakfasts; and community facilities. 


 
CCC 11.06.020.1.B (emphasis added).  
 
The Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal is not a small-scale recreational or tourist use and most 
definitely includes a new residential component. The application estimates 9,468 average daily 
trips to the development. Traffic Impact Analysis at 5. The Expansion Proposal will include 275 
single family homes and 621 condos, townhomes, and duplexes. Mission Ridge is asking to build 
an intensive alpine village in an area that was previously zoned for one house every twenty acres 
and specifically prohibits the type of development Mission Ridge is asking for here. While Mission 
Ridge seeks to avoid these limitations through an MPR overlay, this proposed project is clearly in 
conflict with the County’s intent and purpose for these lands.  
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Mission Ridge is seeking a massive deviation from the height limits of the underlying zoning that 
Mission Ridge is proposing. Chelan County Code requires that “[t]he maximum building height 
will conform to that of the underlying zone, unless otherwise approved by the hearing examiner.” 
CCC 11.89.050(f). The underlying zoning of the area is RR20, Rural Residential, allowing one 
unit per twenty acres, with a maximum building height of thirty-five feet. CCC 11.08.020. Mission 
Ridge is proposing to build up to eighty feet. Revised Project Narrative at 10. It’s evident now that 
such a deviation from the underlying zoning requirements should not be approved in light of the 
fact that this project already far exceeds the bounds of what should be allowed in this area, but a 
thoughtful and comprehensive analysis in the EIS would provide concrete information upon which 
to make a final decision on that question.   
 
The Mission Ridge proposal is also inconsistent with the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan. 
Mission Ridge effectively proposes to construct an entire town for “medium and high income” 
individuals on a geologically hazardous slope, in a region that federal and state agencies, 
conservationists, WSA, and citizens have been working for decades to protect. This is in conflict 
with the Comprehensive Plan’s policies regarding MPR short-term usage and compatibility with 
adjacent land uses.  
 
The project’s considerable number of proposed residences that may be utilized for permanent use 
is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s articulated goal and policy to provide for short-term 
uses. The Comprehensive Plan states,  
 


The primary focus of Master Planned Resorts are as a fully-contained destination 
resorts [sic] consisting of short-term visitor accommodations associated with a 
range of developed on-site indoor or outdoor recreation facilities, mix of related 
convenience goods and services, short-term residential uses, capital facilities, 
utilities and services and, when feasible, an affordable housing component for 
employees. 
 


Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, Policy LU 13.1 (Emphasis added). Despite the primary focus 
of short-term accommodations, Mission Ridge is proposing to build 621 apartments, condos, 
townhomes, and single-family homes that will serve as long-term or permanent residential uses 
for an indeterminate number of people. The application materials do not indicate if there will be 
any mechanisms to discourage or limit permanent residential uses. Under the current proposal, 
people could move into this alpine town indefinitely. This is not what the Comprehensive Plan 
envisioned for Master Planned Resorts. Indeed, the Comprehensive Plan provides it rationale for 
short-term accommodations and states that single-family or multi-family residential development 
should not be a primary component of MPRs.  
 
The project’s conversion of undeveloped wilderness into homes, roads, lodges, commercial space, 
ski lifts, and ski runs is incompatible with adjacent land use. The Comprehensive Plan instructs 
that the County should “Ensure the compatibility of MPRs with adjacent land uses through . . . 
preservation and protection of critical areas, and cluster development surrounded by open space.” 
Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, Policy LU 13.3. In its application, Mission Ridge points to 
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the existing ski operations to argue that another ski area is a compatible adjacent use, but disregards 
that the adjacent land use around the proposed MPR is forest, wilderness, and habitat for a wide 
variety of protected species. Mission Ridge’s Expansion Proposal does not preserve or protect 
critical areas—it points to existing operations to argue for further destruction and degradation.  
 


j. Inventory information 
 
Chelan County Code requires that MPR application include an “inventory of the capital facility 
and utility service needs that will be generated by the development of the MPR.” CCC 
11.89.080.1.H.ii. Capital facilities and utilities include electricity, sanitary sewage disposal, 
domestic and irrigation water, stormwater runoff, security, fire protection, and emergency services. 
CCC 11.89.080.1.H.i. The rationale is that due to the size and remote distance of MPRs, they can 
result in significantly higher costs for extension of services, and the county needs to have accurate 
estimates of the increased costs. Chelan County Comprehensive Plan Policy LU 13.6 Rationale.  
 
Despite the County Code requirement regarding inventory of utility service needs, Mission Ridge’s 
MPR application is overly vague on details regarding capital facilities and utilities. The application 
acknowledges they will likely require utility services, but offers little detail regarding estimated 
usage. The application simply states “we will require electricity from the PUD, sanitary sewage 
disposal, domestic and irrigation water, stormwater runoff control, security, fire protection and 
other emergency services.” Revised Project Narrative at 37. The application materials are unclear 
on various utilities—whether their current water rights can extend to the expansion, whether septic 
drain fields can adequately dispose of sewage and wastewater, or how much stormwater runoff 
will be generated. Mission Ridge should be required to provide more detailed discussion of what 
resources and utilities will be required, in what amounts. It should also estimate how much waste 
will be generated and require disposal, in what amounts, by whom, and at what environmental and 
wildlife cost. This information is necessary for both County Code and SEPA review.  
 


k. Impacts not fully considered and mitigated 
 
A Master Planned Resort overlay requires that “On-site and off-site infrastructure impacts are fully 
considered and mitigated.” CCC 11.89.090.6. Yet detailed mitigation is lacking in the application 
materials presented thus far. In many spots throughout the application materials, Mission Ridge 
refers to mitigation measures or plans, but it is more of an abstract at this point. For example, the 
applicant states that it is working on developing “appropriate Mitigation Plans to mitigate impacts 
to wetland habitats and species.” Revised Project Narrative at 29. Yet the supporting documents 
frequently convey a “figure it out later” approach to mitigation. For example, the Colockum Elk 
calving area is on Section 19 and 30 of the proposed Expansion Proposal and the increased human 
activity would interfere with elk and deer calving and fawning seasons. Aquatics, Wildlife and 
Botany Resources Report at 34. But the response is that applicant will have to coordinate with 
WDFW later. The application materials also acknowledge the project will destroy wetlands and 
encroach on riparian areas, but states “Category III wetlands are wetlands with a moderate level 
of functions and can often be adequately replaced with a well-planned mitigation project” and “the 
Applicant will coordinate with Chelan County, WDFW and Washington Department of Ecology 
to mitigate impacts to wetland habitats and species.” The application materials indicate that the 
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impacts have not been fully considered and mitigated. More concrete details, mitigation specifics, 
and management plans should be provided prior to a SEPA and MPR determination.  
 


l. Economic significance report does not consider impact to 
nearby towns 


 
The Economic Impact Study focuses on the economic benefit for Mission Ridge but does not 
consider how it will impact tourist revenue in nearby towns like Wenatchee. Around $7 million 
per year are estimated to accrue with other businesses in the community. “Because Mission Ridge 
does not own or operate any on-mountain lodging facilities, the larger percentage of visitor 
expenditures is distributed to businesses spread out throughout the local area, particularly 
expenditures on overnight lodging.”  Estimated Economic Significance, RRC Associates at 4.  
 


m. Cumulative impacts. 
 
Among the potential impacts of a major federal action to be analyzed are direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts. See WAC 197-11-060(4).  
 
Because SEPA is patterned after the National Environmental Policy Act and contains language 
that is almost identical to that of the federal act, our state courts have held that it’s appropriate to 
borrow the construction placed upon such legislation by the federal courts. See Juanita Bay Valley 
Community Ass’n v. City of Kirkland, 9 Wn. App. 59, 68-69, 510 P.2d 1140 (1973). The Ninth 
Circuit described the minimum qualifications for an adequate analysis of cumulative impacts as 
follows:  
 


Consideration of cumulative impacts requires “some quantified or detailed 
information; … [g]eneral statements about ‘possible’ effects and ‘some risk’ do not 
constitute a ‘hard look’ absent a justification regarding why more definitive 
information could not be provided.” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d at 
1379–80. The cumulative impact analysis must be more than perfunctory; it must 
provide a “useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future 
projects.” Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 810. Finally, cumulative impact 
analysis must be timely. It is not appropriate to defer consideration of cumulative 
impacts to a future date when meaningful consideration can be given 
now. See Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d at 1380; City of Tenakee 
Springs, 915 F.2d at 1312–13. When an agency's determination of what are 
“reasonably foreseeable future actions” and appropriate “component parts” is 
“‘fully informed and well-considered,’ ” we will defer to that determination. Blue 
Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1211 (9th Cir.1998) 
(quoting Save the Yaak Comm. v. Block, 840 F.2d 714, 717 (9th Cir.1988)). But we 
“need not forgive a ‘clear error in judgment.’ ” Id. 


 
Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002). 
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Wheeler Ridge LLC is proposing to convert 280 acres of undeveloped wildlife habitat into a large 
scale commercial cherry orchard in Sections 16, 17, and 21 of Township 21N, R20 E.W.M. Chelan 
County has issued a Determination of Significance for that proposal. I have enclosed a copy of 
WSA EIS scoping comments on the Wheeler Ridge LLC proposal. See enclosed Newman and 
Clungeon to Kaputa Letter (Feb 21, 2020). It’s important to note that the new access road that is 
being proposed by Mission Ridge will open up access to Section 17. The Mission Ridge Expansion 
Project could also cause the opening up of asphalt paving all the way to the Upper Stimilt Basin 
Route Road. Year round, black top, public road access would devastate wildlife use in that area.  
 
The cumulative environmental impacts of the Mission Ridge Expansion Project and the Wheeler 
Ridge LLC Proposal combined together are likely significant and must be reviewed in an EIS. 
These would include water quantity and quality impacts, traffic impacts, steep slope impacts, and 
fish and wildlife impacts.  
 
C. An EIS Would Provide Comprehensive Information Necessary for Decisions on the 


Master Planned Development Overlay and Development Agreement 
 
This is an enormous and complicated project that should not be approved without prior 
comprehensive analysis and thoughtful review. Before issuing any decisions on the proposed 
Master Planned Resort (MPR) Overlay and Development Agreement, the Hearing Examiner and 
Commissioners must, at the very least, be fully informed by a comprehensive analysis that would 
be provided by an EIS.  
 
An EIS would provide a vehicle for fully understanding the project, for analyzing the affected 
environment and significant environmental impacts (including unavoidable impacts), and, perhaps 
most importantly, developing effective mitigation measures of the proposal. See RCW 
43.21C.030; WAC 197-11-444; WAC 197-11-448(1). Additionally, the EIS would inform 
decision makers and the public of the impacts of reasonable alternatives to the proposal that they 
may choose to pursue. WAC 197-11-400(2).  Public comments that are received during the process 
would inform the final decision and would, undoubtedly, assist in the goal of decreasing the 
adverse impacts and developing effective mitigation. An EIS would provide the Hearing Examiner 
and Commissioners with knowledge and understanding of the proposal that is necessary to 
improve the project, decrease its impacts, and protect the area as much as possible.  An EIS would 
also provide the information necessary for the Hearing Examiner and Commissioners to make fully 
informed judgments when balancing the benefits to be gained by the proposal against the negative 
impacts that it will have on the environment. Juanita Bay Valley Cmty. Ass'n v. City of Kirkland, 
9 Wn. App. 59, 68 (1973).  
 
Furthermore, an EIS would inform final decisions about consistency or inconsistency with the 
applicable Chelan County code requirements and consistency with the Chelan County Code. 
Among other things, identifying and understanding the extent of environmental impacts would 
ensure that the MPR is consistent with the purpose articulated in the county code.  
 


The purpose of the master planned resorts overlay district is to enhance and 
diversify the recreational and economic opportunities in Chelan County through the 
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development of master planned resorts that complement the natural and cultural 
attractiveness of the area without significant adverse effects on natural and 
environmental features, cultural or historic resources. 


 
CCC 11.89.010 (emphasis supplied).  As of now, the proposal will have significant adverse effects 
on natural and environmental features in that area.  The County should not hesitate to employ the 
effective and indispensable EIS process to inform the final decision on conditions and mitigation 
associated with the approval of the MPR Overlay and development agreement for a project of this 
size in these important forest lands.  
 
D. Conclusion 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments on behalf of Wenatchee Sportsmen’s 
Association. Ultimately, the Mission Ridge proposal will undoubtedly cause significant adverse 
environmental impacts on the surrounding community and environment and an EIS must be 
prepared.  
 
Neither the Hearing Examiner, nor the County Commissioners, should approve this Proposal based 
on the vague, incomplete, and incorrect information that has been presented so far.  Before issuing 
any decisions on the proposed Master Planned Resort (MPR) Overlay and Development 
Agreement, the Hearing Examiner and Commissioners must, at the very least, be fully informed 
by a comprehensive analysis that would be provided by an EIS.  
 
The Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association respectfully requests that Chelan County issue a 
Determination of Significance and prepare an EIS for the Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal.  
 
      BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP 
 
 
 
 
      Claudia M. Newman  
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Chelan County Commissioner Kevin Overbay 
 Jim Brown, Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Central Region Director 
 Gwen Clear, Department of Ecology, Central Region, SEPA Regional Coordinator 
 Wyatt Leighton, Department of Natural Resources, South East Region 
 Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association 
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Reply to:  Seattle Office 


 
February 21, 2020 


 
VIA E-MAIL to mike.kaputa@co.chelan.wa.us  


 
Attention: Mike Kaputa, Director 
Chelan County Natural Resources Department 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 


Re:  Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Statement for Wheeler Ridge, LLC 
Proposal.   


 
Dear Director Kaputa: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the scope of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) following the Determination of Significance for the Wheeler Ridge, LLC proposal 
to convert 280 acres of undeveloped wildlife habitat into a large scale commercial cherry orchard 
in Sections 16, 17, and 21 of Township 21 North, Range 20 E.W.M., Chelan County. We are 
writing on behalf of the Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association (WSA), a non-profit organization 
dedicated to the conservation of wildlife and the enhancement of habitat in Chelan County. WSA 
members invest hundreds of hours annually participating in local fish and wildlife improvement 
projects in order to preserve and enhance natural habitats. Particular to this proposal, WSA and its 
members have devoted an enormous amount of time and effort toward protecting the spring 
calving and summer elk habitats in the upper Stemilt Basin from conversion to incompatible uses, 
including agricultural and residential development.  
 
As further evidence of WSA’s commitment to the environmental integrity of the region, WSA was 
part of the Stemilt Partnership—a broad coalition of agriculture, wildlife, recreation, and 
conservation interests that worked with Chelan County and the Department of Fish and Wildlife 
to stop the privatization of public lands and create plans based on the community’s interests. The 
plan for the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision developed the following goals, in order of 
priority: 1. Protect water resources, 2. Conserve wildlife resources, and 3. Maintain and enhance 
recreational access. Based on WSA’s vast experience with and efforts towards conservation of 
wildlife habitat in this area, WSA and its members have developed multi-layered and 
comprehensive knowledge about Sections 16, 17, and 21 and the surrounding area that will be 
affected by this proposal. It is within that context, that we provide input regarding the proposal’s 
shortcomings and the need for robust scoping on a variety of issues related to Wheeler Ridge, 
LLC’s proposal.  
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The Chelan County Natural Resources Department issued a State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) Determination of Significance, determining that an EIS is required due to the proposal’s 
probable significant environmental impacts. WSA strongly agrees with that determination and 
supports the decision to prepare an EIS given the scope and severity of the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposal. The Wheeler Ridge, LLC proposal for a 280-acre cherry 
orchard (hereinafter “the proposal”) is inconsistent with the goals of the Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision and will cause significant adverse impacts to the environment and the wildlife.  
 
After reviewing the materials, WSA offers the following comments:  
 
Full Range of Alternatives 
 
Key to the effectiveness of the EIS is presenting a full range of alternatives. RCW 43.21C.030 
(expressly requires an alternatives analysis). See also WAC 197-11-400; WAC 197-11-402; WAC 
197-11-440(5), WAC 197-11-792(2)(b). “The range of alternatives considered in an EIS must be 
sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.”1 Because of the inevitable adverse environmental impacts 
and the inadequately detailed project proposal, as we will discuss below, WSA strongly encourages 
Chelan County to analyze a full range of alternatives that can “feasibly attain or approximate a 
proposal’s objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental 
degradation.”2 WSA’s preferred alternative is that the agency deny the proposal entirely because 
the adverse impacts to the environment and wildlife cannot be adequately mitigated. Also, prior to 
any disturbance, a baseline for wildlife in Sections 16, 17, and 21 should be determined by on the 
ground scientifically designed monitoring. 
 
Adequate Detail Must Be Provided or Obtained in Order to Assess Impacts 
 
A persistent issue with the proposal has been the lack of adequate detail for the project. Wheeler 
Ridge, LLC has repeatedly taken the approach of offering vague assurances, often with little basis 
in fact, and no clear description of how they will achieve them. Wheeler Ridge’s initial proposal 
for the project included lands it did not own but assumed it would be able to obtain.3  Consistent 
with previous pattens, the current proposal briefly mentions a number of features which require 
considerably more detail in order to assess impacts.  
 


 
1 Solid Waste Alternative Proponents v. Okanogan County, 66 Wn. App. 439, 445, 832 P.2d 503 (1992). 
2 Columbia Riverkeeper v. Port of Vancouver USA, 189 Wn. App. 800, 819–19, 357 P.3d 710 (2015).  
3 Wheeler Ridge LLC’s original proposal included the exchange of land in Section 21 for lands owned by WDFW in 
Section 16, despite never having obtained permission from WDFW. Also note that Section 16 was acquired by WDFW 
after over a decade of work by the Stemilt Partnership in an effort to protect water, wildlife, and recreation.  See 
WDFW reply letter to Wheeler Ridge, LLC dated January 11, 2019 (“Additionally, it is highly irregular to include an 
acquisition of any neighboring property into a proposal when you have not first secured agreement with the neighbor 
to acquire their land”). Wheeler Ridge, LLC does this again in the current application materials when it mentions that 
if this proposal is successful, it intends to develop an additional 160 acres on Section 16—currently owned by WDNR 
to “connect large, contiguous habitats in the Stemilt Basin for migrating elk and other wildlife.” SEPA Environmental 
Checklist (November 2019) at page 6.   
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The application mentions the development of a 9.9-acre-foot reservoir but offers little detail 
regarding construction, location, source water, or design details. That is roughly 2.7 million gallons 
of water pumped up a hill to irrigate a deforested hillside with medium to high landslide potential.4  
How much water will be utilized daily? How will this reservoir affect natural runoff and 
groundwater patterns? Will it impact the stability of the slope? Geotechnical reports identify slope 
stability issues and state that wet weather can exacerbate hazardous slopes, yet they fail to address 
the impact of increased soil water from irrigation. Why is rainwater a concern yet added irrigation 
water is not? Further details are necessary.  
 
Similarly, the proposal only briefly mentions large-scale orchard operation infrastructure like 1.5 
acres of loading docks, 2 acres of seasonal housing for 24 people, 5,000 sq. ft. storage structures, 
gas pumps, irrigation pipelines, and culverts. Yet the applicant has not provided adequate detail 
regarding this infrastructure.   
 
The proposal claims it will not impact wildlife but once again fails to support their conclusion. 
The proposal focuses on how it will prevent wildlife from impacting orchard operations but offers 
little information about how their operations will impact wildlife. How does building a high usage 
road across an elk migration route impact their movement patterns? How will the noise of 
operations activity impact wildlife on these and adjacent lands? Will the increased human presence 
deter wildlife? Will bird deterrents used to protect the cherries deter other species? What 
pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, and fertilizers will be used on the orchard? How will they 
prevent these chemicals from reaching waterbodies or interfering with native plant species and 
wildlife? Will these chemicals impact local habitat and food sources? We need far more detail in 
place of empty assurances.  
 
The proposal’s failure to provide sufficient detail to assess impacts should not work to their 
advantage when the EIS considers the impacts, mitigation, and alternatives.  
 
Wildlife Impacts Must be Assessed 
 
The current proposal area contains mature forests, wetlands, meadows, streams, and grassland that 
provide habitat for a wide variety of species in the immediate and surrounding areas. The County, 
WDFW, and Stemilt Partnership have worked to preserve, restore, and protect habitat throughout 
the region. Section 17 is almost entirely surrounded by Colockum Wildlife Areas, Chelan County 
lands, and Squilchuck State Park. The region provides habitat for elk, mule deer, northern spotted 
owls, white-headed woodpeckers, goshawks, black-beaked woodpeckers, pileated woodpeckers, 
blue grouse, ruffed grouse, martens, black bears, and gray wolves. Of particular importance, 
Sections 17 and 16 are designated breeding areas for elk. And while northern spotted owls were 
not observed on the site, highly suitable habitat is located to the east, to the west, and on Section 
17.  
 
The conversion of this mature forest and prime wildlife habitat into an industrial orchard operation 
will have profoundly negative impacts on local wildlife. The developer’s project materials 


 
4 1 acre foot is approximately 271,330 gallons.  
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downplay or completely ignore the significant impacts and focus solely on the project site itself 
without considering the downstream, regional, or basin-wide impacts on wildlife. Furthermore, 
most of the wildlife measures discussed in the proposal concerns preventing or mitigating wildlife 
from impacting their operation, not mitigating the impacts their operation will have on wildlife—
a deeply flawed approach. Therefore, WSA offers the following wildlife considerations that should 
be included in the EIS.   
 
Area-Wide Scope of Impacts 
 
The EIS should consider the impact of the proposal on the Stemilt-Squilchuck basin and the 
Colockum elk herd as a whole rather than focus on the conversion of 280 acres of forests to 
orchards. The impacts extend beyond the orchards and the EIS should reflect that.  
 
Migration Routes 
 
The proposed road travels through wildlife travel and migration routes. It is well documented that 
elk and wildlife are negatively impacted by roads and traffic. The increased road usage from a 
large cherry orchard will almost certainly impact wildlife migration patterns in the basin. The 
proposal materials suggest the establishment of wildlife corridors but lacks specificity regarding 
the placement, design, or efficacy of these corridors. The EIS should consider the impact that both 
temporary and permanent road activity will have on wildlife migration throughout the region. The 
impact of road usage on wildlife is well documented in scientific literature.  
 
Orchard Protection/Wildlife Deterrents 
 
The agricultural industry is perpetually at odds with wildlife. Farmers simultaneously work with 
and against nature—shielding natural resources from some species in order to preserve it for 
another. In addition to the destruction of mature forests and habitat, this proposal will employ 
considerable measures to discourage birds, bugs, and wildlife from accessing the fruits of the 
orchard. These practices can result in cascading impacts beyond the project site that should be 
carefully considered in the EIS.  
 
The orchard will use herbicides and pesticides to deter bug populations from impacting the cherry 
crop. But the proposal does not address what types of chemicals it will use, how it will be applied, 
in what quantities, at what times of the year, what measures it will take to prevent these chemicals 
from reaching the surface waters or ground waters, and how will it affect birds and other wildlife. 
What are the downstream impacts to wildlife food and water sources? More information is 
necessary and the wildlife impacts of spraying pesticides across hundreds of acres of previously 
undeveloped forest lands must be considered.  
 
In addition to chemical deterrents, the orchard will also employ disruptive methods to deter birds 
from accessing the orchard. The proposal provides a passing reference to “typical bird sound 
deterrents” and “non-noise deterrents such as Falconers, bird ribbons, and bird shields.” 5  This is 


 
5 SEPA Environmental Checklist (November 2019) at page 14.  
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an insufficient amount of detail to assess wildlife impacts. The “typical bird sound deterrent” is 
likely referring to the noise cannons orchards frequently use to scare away birds. But how will 
these measures be compatible with elk and other wildlife native to the area? These methods are 
almost certainly going to adversely impact wildlife in the immediate and surrounding area, and 
therefore, should be fully considered in the EIS.   
 
Noise and Activity 
 
In addition to intentional wildlife deterrents, the EIS should also fully consider the impacts of 
increased noise and activity associated with a 280-acre orchard development and operation on 
local wildlife populations. The noise from trucks, timber harvest, construction, machinery, and 
human voices will almost certainly impact local wildlife populations and has not been adequately 
addressed or mitigated by the applicant. Furthermore, once the orchard is established, from spring 
through fall there will be annual disturbances consisting of sprayers, helicopters, tractors, trucks, 
human noises, four-wheelers, pickups, and other equipment and services required to run an 
operation of this size. The proposal materials mention that the orchard will utilize two full-time 
employees, 24 seasonal employees, and up to 900 employees during the harvest season. Yet 
Wheeler Ridge, LLC simply claims the impacts will be minimal but provides no basis for this 
position. Therefore, the EIS should include a thorough science-based analysis of these factors and 
their impacts on wildlife in the project area, along the roads, and in the surrounding area.  
 
Gray Wolf Habitat and Human Interactions 
 
The EIS should consider the proposal’s impact on surrounding wolf habitat and the increased 
potential for human-wolf interactions. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
purchased Sections 16 and 22 from the Washington Department of Natural Resources to protect 
state and federally listed species, state priority species, and vital prey species. Ungulates like mule 
deer and elk are prey species for the Gray Wolf. The proposal and the surrounding areas are located 
within the Naneum Gray Wolf pack area. The proposal has the potential to scare away wolves, to 
disrupt their food sources, and increase the likelihood of human-wolf interactions in the region. 
The applicant dismissed these concerns in their proposal, but the impacts should be analyzed and 
considered in the EIS.  
 
The Orchard Operation on Steep Slopes Must be Assessed 
 
It is well established that the proposed orchards, roads, and surrounding areas are within landslide 
and erosion hazard areas. For example, Wheeler Ridge, LLC activities caused a number of recent 
slope failures in nearby Sections 9 and 10. Also, the Mission Ridge Ski Area to the west of the 
proposed development experienced slope instability in the large mass wasting event that occurred 
there several years ago. And most importantly, Wheeler Ridge, LLC’s own geologic report 
indicates historical slope instability issues on the proposed site. While the proposal attempts to 
gloss over these risks, the EIS should not. The impacts of timber harvest, filling, excavation, 
grading, construction, traffic, stormwater, orchard operation, and irrigation on these geologically 
hazardous slopes should be carefully considered in the EIS.  
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The proposal materials acknowledge slope stability and erosion could be a concern for this site. 
See the following excerpts: 
 


Future slope failures could include reactivation of old landslides 
and initiation of new ones, especially during periods of wet weather 
or seismic activity.6 
 
In our opinion, there is no level of Site reconnaissance or analysis 
that can guarantee all areas of the Existing Wheeler Road 
Alignment or Proposed Road Alignment position within or near 
mapped observable landslide features will be free from landslide or 
ground creep-induced movement in this geologic setting.7 
 
Due to the proximity to delineated landslide activity, it is our 
opinion that there is an increased, moderate likelihood that 
landslide activity will negatively affect the Proposed Road 
Alignment . . . over the design life of the road.8 


 
Yet these reports still fail to adequately analyze the slope impacts of the proposed orchard 
operation. The proposal’s slope assessments consider past and current slope conditions but do not 
analyze how those conditions could change as a result of radically different land and water usage 
following clear cutting of a mature forest to convert it into an irrigated cherry orchard.  This is 
particularly important given a major landslide event nearby at Whispering Ridge where 
geotechnical experts concluded that orchard irrigation was a contributing factor for a landslide that 
severely damaged homes.  
 
The EIS should consider the geological impact of continual spring and summer irrigation to sustain 
the orchard. The record demonstrates there were slides in the proposal area before, and that 
irrigation water will likely make it worse.  
 
The EIS Should Analyze Water Quality and Water Quantity Impacts  
 
Downstream Impacts and Drinking Water 
 
The proposal area includes Stemilt Creek, Orr Creek, the Squilchuck Creek watershed, three 
wetlands, and approximately 17 stream tributaries that feed into surrounding creeks and rivers. 
Two of the wetlands and three of the stream tributaries are almost entirely surrounded by two of 
the southern orchard sections. The project site is directly above and adjacent to a tributary to Orr 
Creek, which transports water to nearby Wenatchee Heights Reclamation District and Stemilt 
Irrigation District. A large commercial orchard operation will generate a variety of pollutants from 
a variety of sources that will almost certainly make their way into surface and groundwater on 
Section 17, throughout the basin below, and into irrigation and drinking water in the area. This 


 
6 Aspect Consulting Memo 10/30/17. 
7 Aspect Consulting Memo 8/29/18. 
8 Aspect Consulting Memo 8/29/18. 
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will include fertilizers, herbicides, fungicides, sediment, and any other chemicals or pollutants 
generated by commercial orchard operations. These impacts, coupled with removal of native 
ground cover and increased soil moisture from irrigation, could have significant negative impacts 
on soil stability in the area. WSA firmly believes that an EIS should fully analyze the water quality 
impacts for the entire area, including downstream impacts.  
 
Drainage 
 
Part of the analysis of pollutants and water quality should also include assessing how the proposal 
will impact the water drainage on site and within the general area. This proposal will destroy 280 
acres of mature forest, remove native groundcover, alter roads, increase traffic, and fundamentally 
change the hydrology of the site via irrigation. This could impact snow storage, water runoff, water 
infiltration, groundwater storage, erosion pattens, and slope stability. An EIS should analyze these 
variables.   
 
Water Withdrawal and Water Rights 
 
In addition to an analysis of the environmental impacts of adding extra water to a previously un-
irrigated slope between 3,500 and 3,600 foot elevation, the EIS should also consider where the 
water will come from, whether the proposal has acquired the rights to this water, and whether the 
withdrawal will impact the source. As previously discussed, the proposal briefly mentions the 
construction of a 9.9 acre foot reservoir to irrigate the orchard. That’s approximately 2.7 million 
gallons. Where will this water come from? How do they intend to pipe it up the uphill?  The 
proposal suggests the reservoir will be filled from another reservoir somewhere on section 9.  This 
pipe would have to cross WDFW lands on section 16. Has Wheeler Ridge, LLC developed a formal 
agreement with WDFW to cross their property? More information is needed to analyze impacts.  
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts Must Be Assessed  
 
The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of all alternatives must be assessed.9 Cumulative 
impacts include “the impact from the environment which result from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.” Despite 
Stemilt Partnership’s efforts to restore and preserve wild habitat in the area, Wheeler Ridge, LLC 
has demonstrated past, present, and future efforts to interfere with those basin-wide habitat 
conservation efforts in the interest of commercial agriculture and development. The applicant owns 
other orchards in the surrounding areas and has indicated intent to expand the proposed orchard 
should it prove successful. The EIS should consider that this proposal could act as a catalyst or 
incentive for the conversion of other habitat into orchards in the same area. The roads and 
infrastructure proposed here would incentivize conversion of nearby lands. The cumulative 
impacts of the proposal could jeopardize regional conservation efforts, guided by the Stemilt-
Squilchuck Community Vision, in favor of commercial agriculture. The introduction of a 
commercial cherry operation in the midst of this rich and increasingly rare wildlife habitat will 


 
9 WAC 197-11-060.  
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have profound impacts on the Stemilt Partnership’s efforts to protect wildlife habitat in this area. 
These impacts should be analyzed in detail in an EIS.  
 
The EIS should consider the synergistic and cumulative effect of multiple assaults on the wildlife 
ecosystem—noise, traffic, lights, pesticides, fertilizers, herbicides, fungicides, dust, pollution, and 
loss of habitat and migration routes. Each of these impacts alone would be significant, but the EIS 
should assess the cumulative impacts of these synergistic effects together as the combined effect 
of all of these impacts can be worse than the sum of their parts. 
 
Also, this proposal is not an isolated expansion into this undeveloped prime habitat and mature 
forests that WSA and the Stemilt Partnership have fought so hard to preserve. The proposal is in 
the same area as the massive Mission Ridge Ski Area Expansion Master Planned Resort. The 
Mission Ridge Ski and Board Resort is seeking approval to develop over 500 acres of forestland—
including 155 acres of National Forest land—for ski runs, parking lots, lifts, lodging, roads, 
restaurants, Nordic trails, and related infrastructure. Both Mission Ridge and Wheeler Ridge’s 
proposals attempt to downplay the inevitable adverse environmental impacts on the area in order 
to get approval for these mammoth developments that are fundamentally inconsistent with Stemilt-
Squilchuck Community Vision for the region. Both Mission Ridge and Wheeler Ridge’s proposals 
should not be viewed in a vacuum for their aggregate impacts will dramatically change the 
landscape and habitat in the area. Therefore, the EIS should consider the cumulative impacts of 
this proposal as well as surrounding land use proposals like Mission Ridge.  
 
For more details regarding the various environmental impacts and shortcomings of the Wheeler 
Ridge, LLC proposal, see the enclosed letters: Claudia Newman to DNR SEPA Center (August 
31, 2017); David Bricklin to Kristen Larsen (January 7, 2019); and Claudia Newman to Kristen 
Larsen (June 7, 2019).  
 
Conclusion 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments on behalf of Wenatchee Sportsmen’s 
Association. The summary above reveals the need for considerably more detail, analysis, and 
alternatives to adequately address the multitude of adverse environmental impacts caused by this 
proposal.  
 
      BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP 
 
 
 
      Claudia M. Newman  
      Audrey E. Clungeon 
        
 
Enclosures 
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cc:  Chelan County Commissioner Kevin Overbay 
 Jim Brown, Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Central Region Director 
 Gwen Clear, Department of Ecology, Central Region, SEPA Regional Coordinator 
 Wyatt Leighton, Department of Natural Resources, South East Region 
 Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association  
 







From: Mike Rolfs PE
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England; Mike Kaputa
Subject: Comments regarding the Mission Ridge 2020 Project Application
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 12:46:58 PM
Attachments: 2020 Chelan County Comment Letter - MRR 2020-03-23.pdf

2018 Chelan County Comment Letter - MRR 2018-10-19.pdf

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Dear Mr. Lott,
Attached are my comments regarding the Mission Ridge 2020 Project Application. Also
attached is the comment letter I submitted regarding the 2018 Mission Ridge Project
Application. Those comments are still valid. Please respond to confirm that my comments
have been received and recorded into the project record.

Thank you,
Mike Rolfs
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March 24, 2020 
 
RJ Lott, Planning Manager 
RJ.Lott@co.chelan.wa.us 
Department of Community Development 
316 Washington ST. STE 301 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
RE: Proposed Development near Mission Ridge 
 Concerns 
 
Dear Mr. Lott, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the proposed private 
development adjacent to Mission Ridge. In October of 2018, I submitted the attached 
comment letter. Since then, the development proposal has grown in size, as have my 
concerns over urban construction in the upper basin. My previous comments regarding 
the County’s responsibility to review the development with a bias toward safety are still 
valid, and the developer has not modified the fire safety plan to provide secondary 
access, which is the intent of Chelan County Code, and the requirement of the IWUIC. 
The County is being asked to ignore or exempt the developer’s plans from strict 
adherence to codes. This request, and all the public pressure put on the County through 
the marketing efforts of Mission Ridge, is a red flag. Each safety or code concession 
you make opens the County to future criticism. This criticism will come when the County 
spends taxpayer money maintaining a county road whose sole purpose is to enrich a 
private developer. It will also come when residents of the development die because they 
couldn’t escape a massive wildfire – people will wonder why the County approved such 
a large development with only one access road. When the hometown ski hill becomes 
overcrowded and long-time Mission Ridge lovers are angry that the “vibe” of Mission 
Ridge is lost forever, the County will bear much of the ire of the community for not only 
allowing this to happen, but making it easier and more profitable for the developer by 
bending or ignoring rules for him. When the rural character of the valley is lost and 
housing prices inflate due to the influx of wealthy second home buyers such that 
minimum wage employees of the new development can’t afford to buy a home in 
Wenatchee, you will bear responsibility and guilt for allowing over-tourism at the end of 
Squilchuck Road and urban development outside the Wenatchee UGA.  
 
This comment letter has two objectives. The first is to acknowledge the contrast 
between the irreversible damage to the rural character of the valley proposed by this 
developer, and the stated vision of the County. The second is to suggest strategies the 
County could employ to deny the development in its entirety. 
 
The proposed development is fundamentally inconsistent with the vision and guidance 
of long term community planning as described below: 
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SECTION 1 – VIOLATIONS AGAINST GUIDING DOCUMENTS 
 
1.1 STEMILT PARTNERSHIP 
Chelan County organized and created the Stemilt Partnership in 2007 to prevent urban 
development in sections 16, 22, 20, and 28 in the upper Stemilt Basin. The County also 
purchased 2,500 acres of land in 2012 for the express purpose of preventing urban 
development in the upper basin. (Source, Chelan County website - 
https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/natural-resources/pages/stemilt-partnership ).  
  
In direct conflict with the formative goal and core belief of the Stemilt Partnership, the 
proposal is urban development in the upper basin. It is proposed in a section 
ADJACENT to one of the sections that motivated the formation of the partnership. In 
addition to the fundamental insult of urban development in the forest, the proposal 
violates all three tenets of the mission of the partnership by removing water from the 
watershed, disrupting wildlife, and degrading the recreational experiences in the upper 
basin by overpopulating the area. The development is clearly not consistent with the 
goals of the Stemilt Partnership. 
 
1.2 STEMILT-SQUILCHUCK COMMUNITY VISION Report 
The very first community belief bullet in the executive summary of the Stemilt 
Partnership’s September 2008 Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision report is that 
urban development cannot be supported in the upper basin. 


 
Snip from Executive Summary of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision 


 
The report studied development and listed the following major concerns: 


 
Major concerns listed in the Development section of the Community Vision Document 


 
The report listed under its major findings that high-density development should occur 
near existing urban areas. 
 


 
Major finding listed in the Development section of the Community Vision Document 
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The proposed development is clearly not consistent with the Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision Document. Contrary to the vision’s concerns and findings, the 
development proposes urban-level development in the upper watershed, increases 
demand on water resources, closes access to public land that will be added to Mission 
Ridge’s USFS Special Use Permit Area, increases habitat fragmentation and pressure 
by logging, building, installing roads and chairlifts, and places high-density development 
in an area not connected to existing urban areas. 
 
1.3 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION – 
SECTION IV. COMMUNITY VISION STATEMENTS 
Chapter 1 of the December 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan contains vision 
statements for the various planning areas. The vision statement of the Malaga-Stemilt-
Squilchuck planning area states “The citizens of the Malaga-Stemilt-Squilchuck Study 
Area believe that their greatest asset is the rural character of the community… The 
citizens of the Malaga-Stemilt-Squilchuck Study Area envision future development that 
will complement and enhance, and not unreasonably impact, our rural character, our 
strong agricultural economy, and natural resource based industries…We envision that 
the expansion of our existing residential, commercial and industrial land uses will take 
place in those areas already characterized by that type of use… In recognition of the 
importance of preservation of existing water rights and future need for water for our 
community and its agricultural base; we foresee the continued support, development 
and expansion, and maintenance of water supplies and their associated sources. 
In conclusion we envision growth that will maintain the continuity of our rural 
character and quality of life while protecting the private property rights of the citizens 
of this area.”  
 
In direct opposition to each of these values, the proposed multi-family residential and 
commercial development unreasonably impacts the rural character and quality of life for 
the residents of the Squilchuck Drainage. It also impacts the ski area itself, which is 
beloved for its hometown hill vibe. Changes to the ski area that destroy this vibe will 
impact the broader Chelan County community as well.   
 


 According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted with the project 
application, the development will increase traffic on Squilchuck Road to level of 
service D (characterized by high density with drivers experiencing a generally 
poor level of comfort, and with long delays at intersections) which is certainly not 
consistent with the rural character cited as the greatest asset of the area. 
Residents of the Squilchuck valley who live along the Squilchuck Road will have 
to tolerate almost 9,500 cars passing per day with roughly a thousand cars in 
each direction per hour at peak hour in the evening. This averages one car every 
3.6 seconds in each direction! The proposed condition would bring the feel of 
living next to a freeway, which, in violation of vision statement, unreasonably 
impacts the rural character currently enjoyed by Squilchuck homeowners.  
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Table from application Appendix B, TIA 


 
 The development is urban in nature, with nearly a thousand units plus 


commercial space, and is proposed in an area currently characterized as wild 
open country. This is contrary to the vision statement that “…expansion of our 
existing residential, commercial and industrial land uses will take place in those 
areas already characterized by that type of use”. 


 
 The development literally doubles the population of the four basin area known as 


the WRIA-40A management area. The current population for the Stemilt, 
Squilchuck, Malaga, Wenatchee Heights basins is in the neighborhood of 3,800. 
After buildout, with 4,000 pillows at the head of the Squilchuck Creek, the basin 
population will be twice the current level.  
 


 Instead of protecting the source of the water supply, the development steals from 
the aquifer that feeds the base flow of Squilchuck Creek. 
 


The rural character of the Squilchuck canyon cannot survive 9,500 average daily trips 
and a population increase in the neighborhood of 4,000 people. The valley will become 
something other than Rural, and that is clearly not consistent with the vision statements 
of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan.  
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1.4 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CHAPTER 2: LAND USE 
ELEMENT – SECTION III. REGIONS/COMMUNITY OVERVIEWS 
Chapter III. Regions/Community Overviews, of the Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan discusses the rural character of the basins and says “Future 
development and clustering would be compatible when developed in a manner which 
reduces road cuts and visual impacts...”  The proposal includes a 28-foot-wide road 
which will be cut into a hill that slopes to 35 degrees. The road cut will be terrific in size, 
as will its visual impact. Given the steepness of the slope, the road cut will potentially 
run hundreds of feet up the hill. In addition, the resort will be an eyesore, visible from 
Quincy to Entiat with a lodge perched atop the Squilchuck Cliffs. It will also create night 
sky light pollution that will spoil the alpine feel of the upper end of the Squilchuck 
Canyon. This is clearly not consistent with the development guidance of Chapter 2 of 
the Comprehensive Plan to reduce road cuts and visual impacts. 
 
1.5 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CHAPTER 2: LAND USE 
ELEMENT – SECTION V. GOALS AND POLICIES FOR LAND USE – LU 1.4 
Chapter V. Goals and Policies for Land Uses, of the Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan contains Land Use goal LU 1.4, which requires that new 
residential developments which require urban services and utilities must be located 
within the urban growth boundary. The proposed development includes a fire station, 
PUD power, and contrary to the intent of the developer, will require PUD water in order 
to avoid removing water from an already spent water budget. The development will 
require an additional mile of snow removal and will require waste management. These 
are urban services and the development is remote from the Wenatchee Urban Growth 
Area. 


 
Urban Growth Area from Figure 26. Twenty Year Projects – From Chelan County Comprehensive Plan – 
Note that the UGA does not extend up Squilchuck Road 
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This goal is supported by the findings of the September 2008 Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision report published by the Trust for Public Land in partnership with the 
Stemilt Partnership which finds that high-density development should connect with 
existing urban areas. 


 
Excerpt from the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report 
 


The development is not consistent with Land Use Goal LU 1.4 because it is located 
outside the UGA and requires urban services. 
 
1.6 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CHAPTER 2: LAND USE 
ELEMENT – SECTION V. GOALS AND POLICIES FOR LAND USE – LU 1.6 
Chapter V. Goals and Policies for Land Uses, of the Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan contains Land Use goal LU 1.6, which requires that environmental 
limitations, availability of infrastructure and consistency with the Comprehensive Plan be 
considered. 


 
Snip from Chelan County Comprehensive Plan 
 


This development invites environmental disaster, bringing nearly 1,000 units into a 
hazardous wildfire trap, increasing recreational demand to the upper basin, introducing 
domestic waste from a population of 4,000 through dispersed drain fields, and cutting a 
highway-width road across steep forested land adjacent to administratively withdrawn 
(protected) areas. The infrastructure to accommodate this development does not exist, 
and creating it will bring additional impacts and environmental harm.  
 
The comprehensive plan does not account for the massive and rapid population 
increase that will follow development. The growth is inconsistent with the Growth 
Management Act’s guidance to require urban growth inside the boundary of the UGA. 
The proposal is clearly not consistent with Land Use Goal LU 1.6. 
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1.7 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CHAPTER 2: LAND USE 
ELEMENT – SECTION V. GOALS AND POLICIES FOR LAND USE – LU 3 
Chapter V. Goals and Policies for Land Uses, of the Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan contains Land Use goal LU 3, which is to protect water quality and 
quantity. The proposal suggests removing water from deep aquifers which are 
hydraulically connected to surface water. There is no water available for allocation to 
this development. The entire wintertime flow of Squilchuck Creek is allocated by existing 
water rights to Beehive Irrigation District and Mission Ridge for diversion and storage in 
their respective reservoirs. Existing water rights in the summer exceed the available 
flow in the creek with Miller water users having their water rights regularly cut when the 
stream flow is inadequate to cover all existing water rights. This is supported by 
statements and conclusions contained in the WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, the WRIA 40A 
Water Quantity Assessment, and the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report 
which is published by the Trust for Public Lands in partnership with the Stemilt 
Partnership,  


 
Finding from the WRIA 40A Watershed Plan – May 2007 


 
Excerpt from Results section of WRIA 40A Water Quantity Assessment 


 
Major Finding of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report 
 


Base flow comes from aquifers. If allowed to drill and pump, the development will 
reduce stream flow. The development is clearly not consistent with Land Use Goal LU 3 
because it attempts to steal from the spent water budget. 
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1.8 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CHAPTER 6 – CAPITOL 
FACILITIES ELEMENT – SECTION V. GOALS AND POLICIES – CF 1.20 
Section V. Goals and Policies, of the Capitol Facilities Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan contains Levels of Service Policy CF1.20, which is to ensure that development 
conforms to all applicable requirements of the IFC or alternatives as approved by the 
Fire Marshall.  


 
Snip from Chelan County Comprehensive Plan 
 


The development application argues not to conform to applicable requirements of the 
IFC, and instead asks that the Fire Marshall allow exceptions to reduce ingress/egress 
and fire flow requirements. To grant such exceptions would not be consistent with the 
comprehensive plan. To do so would be a code violation since the exceptions are only 
allowed when “…such modification does not lessen health, life and fire safety 
requirements.” (IFC Section 104.8). In fact, to grant such exceptions would be morally 
unacceptable as the County would be contributing to increasing risk of property loss and 
death of the residents of the proposed community in the event of wildfire. The proposed 
development is not consistent with the Capitol Facilities Element of the Comprehensive 
plan because it requires easing of a development requirement that provides a second 
egress, which enormously increases the life safety risk due to the likelihood of the 
primary egress route being blocked by wildfire. 
 
1.9 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CH 11 – TRANSPORTAION 
ELEMENT – SUBCHAPTER 5 – TRANSPORTATION VISION 
In the transportation vision section of the Comprehensive Plan, the County declares 
“Chelan County will maintain its current LOS standards roadways (LOS C for rural roads 
and LOS D for roadways in the urban growth areas).” The traffic analysis (TIA) 
appended to the development proposal concludes that the level of service on 
Squilchuck Road will fall to LOS D.  


 
Snip from page 22 of the TIA 
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The TIA declares that this LOS meets Chelan County Standard, but it does not. 
Squilchuck Road is outside the UGA and therefore has a minimum LOS of C. The 
proposed development is not consistent with the Transportation Element of the Chelan 
County Comprehensive Plan because the proposed level of service is lower than the 
County standard. 
 
1.10 CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – CH 11 – TRANSPORTAION 
ELEMENT – SUBCHAPTER 6 – CAPITOL PLAN 
Chapter 6 of the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan outlines the 
County’s 20 year major projects capitol plan. Improvements to Squilchuck Road are not 
included in the 20 Year Plan. 


 
20 Year Plan for Wenatchee Vicinity – Comprehensive Plan  
 
In fact, no major expenditures associated with mitigation or maintenance for the 
development are considered in the County’s Vision Projects beyond the 20 year 
timeframe. The following is the complete list of County vision projects. 


 
Vision Projects beyond 20 years – Comprehensive Plan  
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The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report appended to the development application 
concludes that three intersections will require modification, that further mitigation could 
be required, and that no mitigation should be required for Squilchuck Road. However, 
development construction vehicles and 9,468 new daily drips will degrade the road and 
require future maintenance dollars. The TIA report argues that the development should 
not be required to pay any additional fees, thus leaving any maintenance costs to 
County taxpayers. The additional cost for maintenance or even reconstruction of 
Squilchuck Road is not accounted for in the County’s 20 year capitol plan and therefore 
the development is not consistent with the Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
1.11 OUR VALLEY OUR FUTURE (OVOF) ACTION PLAN 2017-2021 – HOW WE 
SUSTAIN OUR ENVIRONMENT - STRATEGY 4  
Although contrary to the balance of guiding documents, the OVOF action plan does 
indicate support for expansion of Mission Ridge. 


 
Strategy Sustain 4.6 of the OVOF Action Plan 


 
However, the OVOF document indicates that Mission Ridge purchased the property, 
and that a small village of homes will be built. The proposal cannot be characterized as 
a small village of homes. More importantly, stating that Mission Ridge owns the property 
implies that profits from the village will financially sustain the ski area. This is simply not 
true. Mission Ridge, LLC is a business that owns and runs a ski area. Tamarack, LLC is 
a business that will develop an urban center in the upper basin and then will operate the 
development.  


 
Clip from application narrative 


 
Mission Ridge does not own the property. Profits from the development will enrich the 
developer, not sustain the ski area. It is irrelevant that the owner of both businesses is 
the same person. The owner has demonstrated to the community that he considers the 
ski area as a business that needs to be profitable. Profits drive this owner, not a love of 
skiing and skiers, and not a love of Mission Ridge. The financially prudent path for a 
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profit driven business owner in this situation would be to develop and sell the property, 
pocket the profits, and then sell the marginally stable but not profitable ski area. The 
future owner of the ski area will be left in the same situation as the current owner, with 
no additional income or revenue from the development except for potentially higher 
ticket sales. 
 
Because the development property is not owned by Mission Ridge, and because the 
proposed development is not small in character, the development is not in alignment 
with the OVOF action item. 
 
1.12 WRIA 40A WATERSHED PLAN and WATER QUANTITY ANALYSIS 


Consistent with the Watershed Management Act of 1998, the Chelan County Natural 
Resources department facilitated a watershed inventory assessment for the Squilchuck 
and Stemilt drainages. This inventory assessment resulted in a Watershed Plan (May 
2007) and a Water Quantity Assessment (February 2007).  
 
The water resource inventory area of WRIA 40A includes four sub-basins which are 
Stemilt, Squilchuck, Malaga and Wenatchee Heights. The plan indicates the total 
population of the inventory area is 3,770 per the 2000 Washington State Census and 
states “Most of the water in the basin originates as snow that melts off by mid-summer. 
Summer stream flow is low and useable groundwater resources are limited by geologic 
conditions”.  
 
The inventory assessment process includes a watershed assessment which (among 
other things) is required by law to estimate how much surface and groundwater exists in 
the management area, how much is available, what claims to that water exist, how 
much of the available water is actually being used, and how much water is available for 
further appropriation. By planning to drill wells and pump water from the headwaters of 
Squilchuck Creek, the developer is planning to appropriate water from the headwaters 
of the drainage.  
 
The conclusion of the Water Quantity Assessment is that on an average year, irrigation 
demand exceeds runoff with a water balance deficit of 550 acre feet on an average year 
and 12,690 acre feet in a dry/warm year. This is a large amount of water. For context, 
the Beehive Irrigation Reservoir holds 260 acre feet of active storage. It would take 48 
Beehive Reservoirs to account for the shortage on a dry/warm year. 
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Water Balance Summary from Watershed Quantity Analysis for an average year. 


 
The development plan violates the conclusion of the WRIA 40A documents by 
proposing to remove water from a watershed that is already over-allocated. 
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SECTION 2 – COUNTY RESPONSE TO APPLICATION 
The County has both financial and philosophical motivation to object to the urban 
development proposed in Section 19. The development is contrary to County guiding 
documents including The Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, the Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision Report, the OVOF Action Plan, the WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, and 
the WRIA 40A Water Quantity Assessment. The development is contrary to the 
County’s motivation to organize the Stemilt Partnership in 2007 and contrary to the 
motivation for the 2012 2,500-acre land purchase. The strong distaste for urban 
development in the upper basis, both by the County and by the residents who 
participated in formation of the guiding documents, is clear. We all recognize that urban 
development in the upper basin is a bad idea and should be prevented. 
 
Because of public pressure resulting from the marketing campaign of Mission Ridge, I 
fear the County may lack the conviction to apply its own requirements and judgement to 
stop this project. I urge you and your technical staff to review the proposal with a bias 
for safety, protecting the county budget, and protecting the rural character of the 
Stemilt-Squilchuck basins, by using all legal means to prevent urban development in the 
upper basin. Toward that goal, the following are actions the County could take toward 
stopping this development. 
 
2.1 Deny classification as a Master Planned Resort (MPR) 
Chapter XIV. Master Planned Resorts, of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan indicates that Master Planned Resorts may be built outside of the UGA. If not 
considered an MPR, the county would be able to use the Growth Management Act to 
deny the development. It is reasonable to consider the development not an MPR. 
Chapter XV. Goals and Policies for Master Planned Resorts, defines MPRs to be self-
contained and consist of short-term visitor accommodation. It indicates that the MPR 
must provide affordable housing for employees when feasible, that MPR’s must 
preserve the rural character or natural resource uses, and single family or multi-family 
development must not be the primary components of MPRs. If included, permanent 
residential uses must support the on-site recreational nature of the resort. 
 
The proposed development violates all of these requirements: 
 


 The development is not self-contained. The project narrative section J. states 
that the development will rely on the County to provide fire, police and medical 
services. In addition, there is no grocery planned, and both water and electricity 
will be supplied from Wenatchee. Full time residents will send their kids to 
Wenatchee Schools and will commute to town for work.  
 


 The development does not consist of short term visitor accommodations. 
To the contrary, 275 single-family residences and 621 multi-family units are the 
primary components of the development. The TIA assumes all units are occupied 
year-round. This is specifically not allowed in an MPR. An example of appropriate 
permanent residential use in an MPR includes staff residences. While the 
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Comprehensive Plan does make a provision for permanent residences, it 
requires that they support the on-site recreational nature of the resort.  


 
 Snip from Chelan County Comprehensive Plan 


 
A full time permanent resident of the development, who works in Wenatchee, 
does not support the recreational nature of the resort. This person will be driving 
down the hill to work as skiers are driving up. He will be pulling out of his garage 
as day users are trying to find parking. The two uses are conflicting, not 
supportive.  
 


 The development does not consider affordable employee housing. The 
intent of an MPR is to be self-contained such that employees would stay and live 
at the MPR. To do this they need housing. Section M. of the project narrative 
boasts 669 full time jobs. The plan proposes 80 employee beds (not houses). 
This is not adequate or dignified housing for the working poor who will support 
this high end development. There is no feasibility argument against providing 
housing for all 669 full time employees. The reason it is not included is that the 
development is not self-contained and is so close to town that commuting to work 
is expected.  
 


 The development does not preserve the rural character or natural resource 
it uses. The rural character of the Squilchuck valley would be forever changed 
simply by the volume of traffic brought by this development. The natural resource 
used to attract people to the development is our beloved Mission Ridge, the 
hometown ski hill. This development will at least, and probably more than, double 
the daily skiers on the hill. There is no new skiable terrain at the ski area and only 
beginner terrain at the development. More skiers on the same terrain creates 
longer lines, powder shortage, and more crowded ski runs. The development will 
completely transform the ski area from a friendly hometown hill to a 
dispassionate destination resort.  
 
As a skier and lifetime lover of Mission Ridge, this is the most insulting action that 
the current owner could take. Instead of preserving and protecting the precious 
ski area that defines an entire population of local skiers, he intends to leverage 
the ski area to enrich himself at the permanent degradation of skiing and living in 
the Wenatchee valley. 
 


The development clearly does not satisfy the intent or rules of an MPR, and 
classification as such should be denied. If not classified as an MPR, the County would 
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be unable to legally allow urban development outside the UGA and the entire 
development plan would be inappropriate. 
 
2.2 REFUSE TO TAKE OWNERSHIP OF THE PROPOSED ROAD BETWEEN THE 
SKI AREA AND THE PRIVATE PROPERTY 
In order to build the access road between from the end of the Mission Ridge Road to 
the private property, the USFS has to provide an easement under FSM 2700 Chapter 
2732.3 – Easement Grants to Public Road Agencies. The FSM chapter states that “if 
the public road authority refuses to accept the road as part of its system, require the 
owners of the property served to form a local improvement district or an owners 
association to assume the maintenance responsibilities under a Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA) easement for the road to ensure access to all parties 
who need the road for access to their property (FSM2733). The organization must have 
the authority to collect the necessary funds for road maintenance, thereby relieving the 
Government of any potential maintenance obligation or responsibility.”  
 
The County has no obligation to financially participate in private development. Refusing 
to accept the road would prevent Chelan County taxpayers from funding maintenance 
and snow removal for the benefit of a private developer, and might possibly cause such 
a financial hardship as to render the development unprofitable, thereby preventing the 
development. 
 
2.3 BUY THE PROPERTY FROM THE DEVELOPER TO PREVENT URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE UPPER BASIN 
Open space is encouraged and the County is specifically allowed to purchase land by 
Section XII. Open Space/Recreation, of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 


 
Similar to the purchase of 2,500 acres in 2012 for the same reason, the County could 
purchase the 800 acres owned by the developer in order to protect the upper basin from 
urban development. Public ownership of Section 19 would forever protect the 
recreational value of the land proposed to be developed. It would prevent the 
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gentrification of the ski area and the Wenatchee Valley. Public money spent to protect 
the rural character of the Squilchuck valley and the hometown hill would be consistent 
with the guiding documents listed above. 
 
2.4 MAKE NO EXCEPTIONS TO THE FIRE CODES 
Require access and fire flow in strict adherence to all applicable codes with no easing or 
exceptions granted. This is not only reasonable, but should be expected by the citizens 
of the County who chose to live, work and play in the upper basin. The County has a life 
safety duty to the citizens of the developments it approves. The county has no duty to 
bend rules simply because a code is expensive or difficult to comply with. 
 
2.5 ALLOW NO FURTHER WATER REMOVAL FROM THE UPPER BASIN 
To allow the developer to drill and pump water from the aquifer would be totally 
irresponsible and damaging to existing water rights holders, as the entire water budget 
is already used. The application documents state that the aquifers are in hydraulic 
connectivity to the surface water. This means that any water pumped does not flow. 
Denying the developer the ability to pump from the aquifer will protect the watershed, 
and will also force construction of a municipal water system from town which could drive 
costs beyond the point of profitability for the developer. 
 
2.6 REQUIRE REMEDIATION FOR INCREASED TRAFFIC AND WEAR ON 
SQUILCHUCK ROAD 
Do not accept the assertion of the TIA that the development should not be required to 
pay any additional fees. The county may not have standard traffic fees, but this is not a 
standard development. The developer will enrich himself at the expense of County 
taxpayers if the County bears the cost of rebuilding the road after construction traffic 
destroys it, and for increased maintenance costs due to the significant projected 
increase in traffic. Require a maintenance agreement that forces the developer to pay 
the difference in costs between the current and proposed conditions.  
 
2.7 DO NOT SIGN THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
The development agreement submitted with the project application serves to provide 
financial assurance to the developer that the County will not change codes or rules in 
the future that would result in unexpected costs to the developer. The County is under 
no obligation to provide this assurance. Further, the proposed agreement contains 
clauses that prevent the County from using judgement when applying codes. This 
request is inconsistent with the applicant’s insistence that the County apply judgement 
to exempt the development from fire safety codes, but will restrict the County from using 
similar judgement “to the extent that the Code has been adopted by the County for 
application on a county wide basis”. Do not provide this assurance and advantage to the 
developer. This proposal is so big compared to anything the County has previously 
administrated that unexpected issues will surely arise, and the County should not deny 
itself any unforeseen remedy to the benefit of a private developer. 
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Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
 
 


 
Mike Rolfs 
5898 Squilchuck Road 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
Sources: 
Chelan County Comprehensive Plan 
http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-
development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-
%202017-27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf  
 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report 
https://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/cloud.tpl.org/pubs/convis_wa_stemilt_1report.pdf 
 
Our Valley Our Future Action Plan – updated Feb 2, 2018 
http://www.ourvalleyourfuture.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/OVWN-ActionPlan2018-
web.pdf 
 
WRIA 40A Watershed Plan 
http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/natural-
resources/documents/Planning/Stemilt_Squil/wria_40a_plan.pdf 
 
WRIA 40A Water Quantity Assessment 
http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/natural-
resources/documents/Planning/Stemilt_Squil/Water_Quantity_Assessment.pdf 
 
Forest Service Manual FSM 2700 – Special Uses Management 
https://www.fs.fed.us/im/directives/fsm/2700/2730.doc 
















From: Heather Dappen
To: RJ Lott; Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England
Subject: Concern over the Mission Ridge Development
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 5:23:07 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

To Whom It May Concern:

While I am not opposed outright to the idea of Mission Ridge’s expansion, I am very
concerned about the viability of the plans in their current iteration.

I understand that every business is in its right to expand as they see fit for profits, but they also
need to go about that in a socially, economically, and environmentally conscious way. Mission
Ridge’s current proposed plan is unfortunately not that. At its best it’s irresponsible (with code
violations such as water usage, septic issues, and zoning related to urban development), and at
its worst it might even be life threatening for the future homeowners (by not planning for
multiple access roads in a fire-prone area). While code 104.8 allows for modifications to the
fire code in certain circumstances, having a 4,000-pillow community trapped by an engulfed
access road definitely seems like a very real threat (and will probably only be further
exacerbated by warming temperatures). If anything, our fire code should be only be getting
stricter with all the fire disasters we’ve seen in our area in recent summers.

Also, the County is the lead organization of the Stemilt Partnership. The mission of the
Partnership was to protect water resources and wildlife, and maintain recreational access to
public lands. The proposed development violates all three of the Partnership’s values by
disrupting the water in the upper watershed; disrupting wildlife habitat (particularly elk in this
case); and likely overpopulating the current recreational activities in the area. I thought the
whole point of this Stemilt Partnership was to prohibit development of this sort? 

Codes and partnerships exist for a reason. Please do not relax county codes/values just to
benefit a few when it will adversely impact so many more of us.

I recognize some amount of growth and development is inevitable, so let’s ensure that it is
done in a responsible way that can be sustainable for decades to come. Perhaps enforcing
RCW 36.70A.110 (urban growth areas) would be a more responsible way to add over 4,000
beds to the Wenatchee area. Or allow Mission Ridge do some modified development, but in a
way that won’t put people’s safety and well-being at risk. Please don’t let them bend the rules
because the rest of us will pay the consequences.

Thanks,

Heather

--

Heather Dappen 

mailto:hwdappen@gmail.com
mailto:RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US
mailto:Kevin.Overbay@CO.CHELAN.WA.US
mailto:Bob.Bugert@CO.CHELAN.WA.US
mailto:Doug.England@CO.CHELAN.WA.US


hwdappen@gmail.com / 509.860.8852

Graphic Designer / Illustrator / Muralist
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From: Kevin Overbay
To: RJ Lott
Subject: FW: Comments on Forest Service Draft Environmental Assessment for Mission Ridge Expansion, Project No.

53981
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 7:53:54 AM
Attachments: image001.png

2020 03 27 Newman to Bail - Comment Letter.pdf
2020 03 27 Confirmation of Receipt of Comment Letter.pdf

RJ, here is a comment for the MR expansion record.
Thank you,
Kevin
 
Kevin Overbay
Chelan County Commissioner, District 1
Office: (509) 667-6218
Cellular: (509) 630-3263
 

From: Peggy Cahill <cahill@bnd-law.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 11:59 AM
To: Kristin.Bail@USDA.gov; mschuur@fs.fed.us
Cc: jim.brown@dfw.wa.gov; Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; Kevin Overbay
<Kevin.Overbay@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; Gwen.Clear@ecy.wa.gov; wyatt.leighton@dnr.wa.gov;
Claudia M. Newman Henry <newman@bnd-law.com>; Audrey Clungeon <clungeon@bnd-law.com>
Subject: Comments on Forest Service Draft Environmental Assessment for Mission Ridge Expansion,
Project No. 53981
 

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

 

Dear Ms. Bail:
 
Attached please find a letter from Claudia Newman to you regarding the above-referenced matter. 
The attachments may be downloaded using the link below.  The letter and attachments have also
been submitted through the online portal (see attached confirmation of receipt).
 
https://bnd-law.sharefile.com/d-s7c3418b57c44d9e8
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
 

 
Peggy S. Cahill
Legal Assistant
Bricklin & Newman, LLP
1424 Fourth Avenue

mailto:Kevin.Overbay@CO.CHELAN.WA.US
mailto:RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US
https://bnd-law.sharefile.com/d-s7c3418b57c44d9e8




 
 


 


 
1424 Fourth Avenue, Suite 500, Seattle, WA  98101    ●    25 West Main, Suite 234, Spokane, WA 99201  


(206) 264-8600    ●    (877) 264-7220    ●    www.bricklinnewman.com 


 
Reply to:  Seattle Office 


 
March 27, 2020 


 
VIA ONLINE PORTAL AND E-MAIL  


 
Wenatchee River Ranger District 
Forest Supervisor Kristin Bail – Responsible Official 
c/o Mason Schuur – Project Lead 
600 Sherbourne St.  
Leavenworth, WA 98826 
 


Re:  Comments on Forest Service Draft Environmental Assessment for Mission Ridge 
Expansion, Project No. 53981 


 
Dear Ms. Bail: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association to provide comments on the 
Forest Service’s Environmental Assessment (EA) of the Mission Ridge Ski and Board Resort 
expansion project in the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest. As I will explain in detail in this 
letter, the adverse environmental impacts of this proposal will be significant and an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared for this proposal pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). The EA contains incomplete, incorrect, and misleading information and 
analysis and the EA conclusions about the environmental impacts of this proposal are incorrect.    
 
With its request to amend the existing Mission Ridge Ski Area special use permit, Mission Ridge 
is proposing to expand into pristine forest habitat that the local community, Chelan County, and 
the State of Washington have endeavored to protect for several decades. The area at issue contains 
extraordinary fish and wildlife habitat and serves a valuable role in protecting water resources. The 
local community has stated, in no uncertain terms, that protection of water resources in this area 
is a paramount concern and the conservation of wildlife resources – including essential habitat – 
is a high priority supported by a variety of interests and critical to maintaining the way of life in 
the community. As a result of their hard work, four sections (approximately 2,560 acres) adjacent 
to or near the proposed Mission Ridge project were recently purchased by the Washington State 
Department of Wildlife for the sole purpose of protecting and conserving the valuable habitat from 
conversion and development, interruption of wildlife corridors, human disturbance, noise 
pollution, and the destruction of wildlife habitat. Additionally, The Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Chelan County, Wenatchee 
Sportsmen’s Association, and others cooperated with Longview Fibre and Weyerhaeuser to 
purchase approximately 3,400 acres of additional nearby forest lands that are now managed by 
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Chelan County for the protection of wildlife habitat. The Department of Fish and Wildlife also 
recently acquired Section 33 (640 additional acres) in the Stemilt Basin to protect the wildlife in 
that area. 
 
Now, Mission Ridge is proposing to introduce conflicting high impact uses that are incompatible 
with the goals and efforts of these land purchases and with the overall goals that have been 
established for this area by the local community and Washington State. The proposed expansion 
seeks permission for a massive development in this very same basin. The updated development 
materials propose 275 homes, 621 condos, townhomes, and duplexes, 110,000 square feet of 
commercial space, a 57 room lodge, a convention center, restaurants, retail stores, access roads, 
chair lifts, summer concert venue, parking lots, new ski runs, new Nordic skiing and snowshoe 
trails, a winter snow play area, and a 4.9 million gallon reservoir. Instead of being protected, this 
Forest Service and Mission Ridge land will be logged, graded, contoured, and then overwhelmed 
with noise, lights, people, buildings, waste, vehicles, and machinery. Not only is the Expanded 
Project area itself critical habitat, but it is also adjacent to the very same sections of the forest that 
the State Fish and Wildlife Department recently purchased. The conversion of this Mission Ridge 
and Forest Service property from forest land into residential uses, commercial uses, and expanded 
recreational uses will have devastating environmental impacts.  
 
A. Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association 
 
The Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association (WSA) is a non-profit organization that is dedicated to 
the conservation of wildlife and the enhancement of habitat in Chelan County. Volunteers for WSA 
donate hundreds of hours annually participating in local fish and wildlife work projects to preserve 
and enhance their natural habitats. WSA and its members have devoted an enormous amount of 
time and effort towards protecting the incredibly important spring calving and summer elk habitat 
in the upper Stemilt and Squilchuck Basins from conversion to incompatible uses, including 
agricultural and residential development.  
 
Based on WSA’s vast experience with and efforts towards conservation of wildlife habitat in this 
area, WSA and its members, in collaboration with the Stemilt-Squilchuck Partnership, have 
developed multi-layered and comprehensive knowledge about the area that will be affected by this 
Expansion Project. It is within that context, that we provide input regarding the Environmental 
Assessment and the need for an Environmental Impact Statement, outlined below. 
 
B. Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision 
 
Knowledge and analysis of the data, goals and vision expressed in the Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision, which was prepared in September, 2008, is critical to a proper and complete 
environmental review of this proposal. It is evident from the face of it, that the Expansion Project, 
as proposed, is in conflict with the vision that the community has developed for this area. A copy 
of the Stemilt Squilchuck Community Vision is enclosed with this letter.  
 
The Stemilt Partnership consists of a broad coalition of agriculture, wildlife, recreation, and 
conservation interests in Chelan County. It was formed in response to proposed privatization and 
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development of 2,500 acres of public land in the Stemilt Basin owned by the Department of Natural 
Resources. Beginning in the fall of 2007, the Stemilt Partnership engaged with a broad spectrum 
of the community in an extensive planning effort to identify shared goals and key strategies for the 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Watershed.   
 
Recognizing the critical role that the land in the Stemilt and Squilchuck Basins play in providing 
clean and essential water, wildlife habitat, and a variety of public recreational opportunities, the 
Stemilt Partnership and Chelan County worked with DNR to stop the sale and conversion of these 
forest lands to agricultural or other land uses inconsistent with the Stemilt Partnership goals.  
 
Following an extensive community outreach process and a survey of more than 40 organizations 
and individuals representing a broad spectrum of interests, goals were developed and agreed upon 
by the constituents of the Partnership. They include, in order of priority:  
 


1.  protecting water resources; 
2.  conserving wildlife resources; and 
3.  maintaining and enhancing recreational access.  


 
The findings, guiding principles, and values, and other components of this group’s conceptual plan 
were summarized in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report, which is enclosed with 
this letter as Attachment 1.  
 
The Stemilt Partnership has been a tremendous resource for identifying and resolving issues in the 
Stemilt and Squilchuck Basins. Knowledge and analysis of the goals and visions expressed in the 
Stemilt- Squilchuck Community Vision provide a proven community-based approach that needs 
to be considered for the proposed action. 
 
The land that was in danger of conversion included Sections 16, 20, 22, and 28 in T21N, R20E. 
These lands are in close proximity to the project site. Wildlife and wildlife habitat in all of these 
areas of the forest will be adversely impacted by the Expansion Project.  
 
The Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision includes a Conceptual Plan, which illustrates how 
wildlife, water, recreation, agriculture, and development overlap and interact and, specifically, 
how the four DNR exchange sections – and surrounding public lands – including those recently 
purchased lands (4000+ acres) purchased cooperatively by Rocky Mount Elk Foundation, Chelan 
County, WSA, and DFW, fit into the larger landscape. The Conceptual Plan assigns a large portion 
of the area in the Expansion Project as “Secondary Wildlife and Habitat Area.” Residential and 
commercial development is certainly not planned for that area. See Stemilt-Squilchuck 
Community Vision Report Map 6.4. The parcels near and immediately adjacent to the Project area 
are designated Primary Wildlife and Habitat Areas. 
 
While the Vision does include enhancing recreational access, it is clear that the plan envisions 
potential expansions would involve just cross country skiing, bicycle routes, and other low impact 
recreation. The Vision certainly does not envision introducing residential and commercial 
development onto Sections 19, 24, 25, and 30. 
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The Stemilt Partnership has recently completed the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan in 
collaboration with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Washington Department 
of Natural Resources. A copy of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan is enclosed as Attachment 
2 to this letter. That Plan directly addresses the goal of maintaining and enhancing recreational 
access as stated in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report. The vision statement is to:  
 


Establish sustainable recreation opportunities in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Basin 
through a community based planning process that embraces community values, 
protection of water and wildlife resources, and collaboration with all stakeholders. 


 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan at 9. An EIS would allow a full analysis of consistency of the 
proposal with this plan. In addition, the preparation of an EIS would, in and of itself, further the 
goal stated above – allow for a community based planning process that allows input from all 
stakeholders. 
 
Note also that the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report states:  
 


Future development plans for Mission Ridge Ski and Snowboard Resort should be 
thoroughly vetted through a feasibility study, completed in close coordination with 
Chelan County, the Stemilt Partnership, the U.S. Forest Service, and WDFW… 


 
Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report at 45. This feasibility study should be accompanied 
by and informed by an EIS.  
 
The Expansion Project undermines the extraordinary efforts that Chelan County, the Stemilt 
Partnership, and Washington State have gone to in the interest of protecting and conserving the 
valuable habitat in this area. This proposal will have significant adverse impacts that will directly 
and severely undercut those efforts by introducing residential and commercial development and 
expanded recreational use in the upper watershed that will adversely affect the water resources and 
will put direct pressure on wildlife and negatively impact critical wildlife habitat. 
 
C. The Forest Service Has Improperly Segmented the Environmental Review of the 


Project 
 
The Forest Service has improperly segmented major portions of the project in order to minimize 
the overall impact of the project on the human environment, to reduce the scope of the assessment, 
and improperly delay portions of the assessment until a later date. 
 
Segmentation occurs when an agency attempts to separate one or more components of a proposed 
action for study in order to avoid the greater impacts that the combined actions would cause. 
Under 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25, agencies are required to consider: 
 


(a) Actions (other than unconnected single actions) which may be: 
 







Kristin Bail, Forest Supervisor 
March 27, 2020 
Page 5 
 
 
 


(1) Connected actions, which means that they are closely related and therefore 
should be discussed in the same impact statements.  
 
Actions are connected if they: 
 
i. Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental impact 
statements. 
 
ii. Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or 
simultaneously. 
 
iii. Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for 
their justification. 


 
“‘Segmentation,’ as the name suggests, addresses an agency’s decision on where one project ends 
and another begins.” Highway J Citizens Group v. Mineta, 349 F.3d 938, 962 (7th Cir, 2003). 
Piecemealing or segmentation allows an agency to avoid the NEPA requirement that an EIS be 
prepared for all major federal action with significant environmental impacts by segmenting an 
overall plan into smaller parts involving action with less significant environmental effects. Id. 
citing City of West Chicago v. United States Nuclear Regulatory Comm'n, 701 F.2d 632, 650 
(7th Cir. 1983).  
 
Segmentation is improper when the segmented project “has no independent justification, no life of 
its own, or is simply illogical when viewed in isolation.” One Thousand Friends of Iowa v. Mineta, 
364 F.3d 890 (8th Cir. 2004). See also City of Rochester v. U.S. Postal Service, 541 F.2d 967, 972 
(2d Cir. 1976) (“To permit non-comprehensive consideration of a project divisible into smaller 
parts, each of which taken alone does not have a significant impact, but which taken as a whole 
has cumulative significant impact, would provide a clear loophole to NEPA.”). 
 
Under Forest Service rules, connected actions must be included as part of the proposed action. 
FSH 1909.15(11.2).   
 
The Forest Service has improperly segmented the environmental review of that portion of the 
development that is on private land and WDFW land from that portion that is on federal land. The 
EA does not include these connected actions as part of the proposed action. The EA indicates that 
the development on and road access to private land in Sections 19 and 30 will be documented in 
the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) analysis and the County application process. The 
analysis in EA only considers “the environmental effects of the proposed project on lands 
administered by the USFS in Sections 24 and 30.” They claim to consider the effects of proposed 
improvements on private land in Sections 19 and 30 and on WDFW land in Section 25 as 
“connected actions,” but the analysis of the environmental impacts of these actions is inadequate. 
Also, the EA does not include an adequate assessment of current conditions on the private land in 
Sections 24, 25, and 30 for certain elements of the environment, including wildlife, transportation, 
aquatics and hydrology, water quality and quantity, and recreation. Furthermore, when the actions 
on Sections 19, 24, 25, and 30 are all combined together and those impacts of this one single 
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project are assessed, which is what the Forest Service should have done, the conclusion must be 
that there will be adverse significant environmental impacts that require the preparation of an EIS.  
 
D. An Environmental Impact Study is Required for the Mission Ridge Expansion 


Project 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 4321 requires that federal 
agencies prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for major Federal actions that may 
significantly affect the human environment. The primary purpose of an EIS is to allow for informed 
public participation and informed decision making. Earth Island Inst. v. United States Forest Serv., 
442 F.3d 1147, 1160 (9th Cir. 2006).  
 
NEPA requires Federal agencies to:  
 


a. Use a systematic interdisciplinary approach in planning and decision-making;  
 


b. Consider the environmental impact of proposed actions; c. Identify adverse 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented;  


 
c. Consider alternatives to the proposed action;  


 
d. Consider the relationship between local short-term uses of the human environment 


and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity; and  
 


e. Identify any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that would be 
involved in the proposed action should it be implemented. 


 
FSM 1950.1.  
 
The term “significantly” includes both context and intensity: 
 


(a) Context.  This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several 
contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected 
interests, and the locality.  Significance varies with the setting of the proposed action.  
For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance would usually depend 
upon the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole.  Both short- and long-
term effects are relevant. 
 
(b) Intensity.  This refers to the severity of impact.  Responsible officials must bear in 
mind that more than one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of a major 
action.  The following should be considered in evaluating intensity:   
 


(1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.  A significant effect may exist 
even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. 
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(2) The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety. 
 
(3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or 
cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, 
or ecologically critical areas. 
 
(4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are 
likely to be highly controversial. 
 
(5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly 
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. 
 
(6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 
 
(7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts.  Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate 
a cumulatively significant impact on the environment.  Significance cannot be 
avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into small 
component parts. 
 
(8) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, 
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, 
or historical resources. 
 
(9) The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or 
threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
 
(10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or 
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment. 


 
40 CFR 1508.27, FSH 1909.15.   
 
The agency must take a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of the proposed action.  
Ecology Ctr. v. Castaneda, 574 F.3d 652, 657 (9th Cir. 2009).  
 
An environmental assessment (EA) must be sufficient to establish the reasonableness of the 
decision not to prepare an EIS under NEPA. 42 U.S.C.A. §4332(2)(C); 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.9, 
1502.1. California Trout v. F.E.R.C., 572 F.3d 1003 (9th Cir. 2009). 
 
The Expansion Project to convert Sections 19, 24, 25, and 30 from forested land to commercial, 
residential and expanded recreational uses will have a broad array of devastating direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts as are described below. There can be no doubt that an EIS is legally 
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required to disclose and analyze the impacts of this proposal. The EA is not sufficient to establish 
the reasonableness of any decision not to prepare an EIS.  
 


1. Fish and wildlife impacts 
 
The Stemilt-Squilchuck Watershed encompasses 50,000 acres from snowy Mission Peak, through 
subalpine forests, to the shores of the Columbia River.  It is a haven for fish and wildlife.  
 
That area provides critical seasonal habitat for elk and mule deer in the summer and spring. It is 
also home to an abundance of fish and wildlife including, but not limited to, the spotted and 
flammulated owl, white headed and pileated woodpecker, western toad, west slope cutthroat, 
rainbow trout, eastern brook trout, and predators such as black bear, grizzly bear, Canada Lynx, 
wolverine, Cascade red fox, gray wolf, bobcat, and mountain lion. Many of these species are listed 
as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act.  
 
With this proposal, Mission Ridge would destroy fish and wildlife habitat and will introduce uses 
into the area that will significantly and adversely affect wildlife for miles around. It will 
dramatically affect and permanently remove precious habitat for fish, birds, grouse, deer, elk, bear, 
and the whole complement of other wildlife species who live in the Stemilt Basin area. Once the 
habitat is gone, you cannot replace it. Habitat will be removed to make way for new ski runs and 
lifts.  Habitat will be removed and replaced with new condominiums and homes, commercial retail, 
restaurants, and other commercial/recreational services that will be essentially the size of a small 
town. Increasing residential development and recreational use in the upper watershed increases 
pressure on wildlife and negatively impacts critical wildlife habitat. These new conflicting uses 
will obliterate existing habitat and will be incompatible with wildlife uses adjacent to and near the 
new development.  The new asphalt access road, which would be open year-round, will introduce 
traffic, noise, and lights that will cause significant impacts to wildlife as well.  With people, come 
dogs and other pets, which are a source of harassment for wildlife and, at times, a direct cause of 
wildlife mortality.  The commercial and residential development will generate trash that will, in 
turn, create conflicts with bears. The introduction of new chair lifts, new terrain, alpine ski runs, 
new Nordic skiing and snowshoe trails, winter snow-play area, and access to backcountry ski 
touring will introduce noise, pets, people, bright lights, and more to the detriment of critical 
wildlife habitat that is currently protected as forest.  
 
An EIS is necessary in order to properly analyze and disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
(short-term and long-term) negative habitat effects on wildlife from habitat alteration caused by 
logging and clearing habitat for ski runs, residential housing, the new asphalt road, and commercial 
buildings. The impact of seasonal recreational hikers, snowshoers, and cross-country skiers on all 
other lands adjacent to the ski area on wildlife and wildlife habitat also needs to be evaluated. It is 
also critical that an EIS disclose and analyze the impacts of the residential, commercial, and 
expanded recreational uses on the project site and on the surrounding forest lands. The 
Environmental Assessment fails to consider the extent of the environmental impact on wildlife and 
the summary of effects are often inconsistent with direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, and 
affected actions.  
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Among other things, the Expansion Project will have significant adverse impacts to elk and elk 
habitat. This area is particularly significant in elk ecology. See enclosed Attachments 10 and 11 
(RMEF Comment Letters). Elk and mule deer roam the landscape, using lower elevations for 
winter range and upper elevations for summer range. An estimated 500 elk use the upper watershed 
for calving grounds and the area is a critical migration landscape for both elk and deer as they 
move to and from the Columbia River and the Colockum Wildlife Area, West into the Wenatchee 
National Forest, and as far west as the Teanaway. Elk migrate seasonally. A development of this 
magnitude of will have a significant negative impact on elk migration, not to mention calving, 
foraging, and cover habitat for much of the year. The addition of roads and increased year-round 
traffic for the proposed residences increases the risk of elk and deer vehicle collisions and reduces 
elk and deer use within an area much larger than the roads themselves. 
 
The EA states that the Expansion Project would reduce elk habitat quality on approximately 272 
acres of federal lands and on 295 acres of state lands during construction. It claims that, of that 
acreage, 253 acres of federal lands and 110 acres of state lands would return to a moderate level 
of habitat quality due to human and maintenance activities that will disturb the elk. EA, page 173. 
The Expansion Project would also permanently reduce elk habitat on 524 acres on the adjacent 
private land due the high levels of human disturbance of the proposed alpine village. This 
disturbance would be year-round as opposed to the current ski season. Despite this dramatic 
reduction of elk habitat, the EA’s Summary of Effects states that “elk habitat quality would change, 
but only to a limited degree.” EA, page 174. The reduction of elk habitat that is even acknowledged 
in the EA cannot credibly be characterized as “limited.” The numbers and impacts are significant. 
Decreases in habitat and increased human activity have devastating impacts on elk herds. In the 
past decade, increased outdoor recreation in places like Vail, Colorado has reduced elk herds from 
over 1,000 to a mere 53 elk. Disturbances related to recreational activities are behind this decline. 
Christine Peterson, “Americans’ love of hiking has driven elk to the brink, scientists say,” The 
Guardian (Aug 25 2019). According to one study, 30% of elk calves died if mother elk were 
disturbed an average of seven times during calving season. See enclosed Attachment 3, Phillips, 
G and William Alldredge, “Reproductive Success of Elk Following Disturbance By Humans 
During Calving Season,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 64(2), 521-530 (2000). These animals 
are very sensitive to human activity and disturbance. Copy of these research papers are enclosed. 
 
The EA also states that elk are highly mobile and capable of finding alternative routes. EA, page 
174. This conclusion is inconsistent with the realities of the project, elk behavior, and the regional 
goals to preserve elk habitat. The dramatic increase in traffic may interfere with the elk’s ability 
to access other routes and may result in increased collisions with vehicles. Also, increased travel 
time to walk around the area and find alternative routes due to disturbances reduces the amount of 
time spent feeding or resting. See enclosed Attachment 4 L.M et al, “Behavioral Responses of 
North American Elk to Recreational Activity,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 73(3), 328-338 
(April 2009). This could impact animal health. Also, in general, this entire region has experienced 
a dramatic increase in the number of people utilizing the land for outdoor recreation. The 
“alternative routes” free from human disturbance are already scarce. Furthermore, saying a project 
should be allowed because the wildlife can find other habitat elsewhere is precisely why species 
struggle in the face of ever-expanding human development.  
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Furthermore, the EA references the possibility of mitigation measures to offset the impacts, but no 
such measures have been agreed to by Mission Ridge. For example, when discussing the long term 
reduction of elk habitat due to human presence and ski area maintenance activities, the EA says 
“these activities could be timed to reduce impacts during critical time periods, such as elk calving 
and during spring and fall migration.” EA, page 174. Assuming the considerable construction, 
noise, lights, sounds, smells, cars, and bustling human activity of a small town in what was once 
wilderness does not permanently deter elk from using this entire area moving forward, the 
existence of measures to mitigate this significant disturbance does not absolve the project from the 
significant adverse impacts it will actually cause. Mission Ridge has not offered a mitigation plan 
or any effective measures to protect elk in the area, and the agency should not give them that 
unearned benefit.  
 
The EA repeatedly states that because there are already roads and human activity that preclude 
security habitat in the area, that the Expansion Project will not dramatically reduce security habitat. 
It is essentially arguing that because human have already compromised the habitat for species in 
the area, further degradation will not adversely impact the wildlife in the area. This statement is in 
error, because there are healthy populations of deer, elk and many other species existing in this 
area today. This is the wrong approach to take for environmental assessment of wildlife habitat. 
The fact that habitat is already compromised is why the agency should be more protective of these 
lands, not less. 
 
The Expansion Project would adversely impact whitebark pines. Whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) 
is a rare sensitive species and a candidate for federal listing as threatened or endangered. EA, page 
63. There are approximately 161 whitebark pines on the Forest Service and WDFW land, and an 
unknown number on the private parcel. EA, page 63. The EA says the Expansion Project would 
be in conflict with 28% of whitebark pine on Forest Service and WDFW land. The EA also 
concedes that “[i]n addition to cutting existing trees, alpine ski runs, chairlifts, and the access road 
would effectively eliminate the possibility of whitebark pine regeneration in these areas.” EA, page 
70. Despite these significant impacts, the EA states that the project would have “long-term but 
minor adverse impacts to whitebark pine.” EA, page 70. The EA’s conclusion is incorrect and is 
inconsistent with the evidence presented for this rare species.  
 
Furthermore, the success of whitebark pines is dependent upon Clark’s nutcrackers for seed 
distribution. The EA states, “[i]t is thus important to maintain as much whitebark in the Project 
Area as possible, and in strategic locations, so as to encourage visitation by nutcrackers in cone 
crop years.” EA, page 71. Yet the EA does not discuss how the Expansion Project will impact this 
important bird. It is inevitable that the Expansion Project will deter a wide variety of interconnected 
wildlife from the area. Simply pointing to the preservation of some trees or narrow strips of 
unaltered land that could theoretically be used for habitat does not mean that wildlife will have 
any interest in using it due to the overwhelming amount of human activity and landscape 
modification involved in a massive project of this scope. Further analysis regarding the project’s 
impacts on Clark’s nutcracker behavior and range is necessary.   
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2. Water impacts 
 
There is a concerning lack of information regarding the availability of water for the Expansion 
Project. The Expansion Project fails to adequately detail how they will obtain an adequate supply 
of water necessary to supply the small town, as well as the artificial snow machines that will be 
used at a higher and higher rate due to climate change.  
 
The EA indicates that Mission Ridge plans to enlarge the existing 18-million-gallon reservoir and 
construct of a new 4-5 million gallon reservoir for expanded snowmaking systems. EA, page 28. 
The EA statement that Mission Ridge owns water rights for this new use (EA, page 28) is 
misleading and incomplete. The Mission Ridge application to Chelan County indicates that it is 
still working on figuring out whether its current water rights can cover the increased usage. See 
enclosed Attachment 5, Revised Project Narrative, page 21. Furthermore, the EA states that 
groundwater would be used to supply domestic needs of the expanded resort. EA, page 35. But, 
once again, Mission Ridge has not nailed down these critical details. Mission Ridge is still 
evaluating the site’s suitability for groundwater withdrawal and “the final quantity of water needed 
for domestic use is not known at this time.”  Revised Project Narrative, page 21. How much water 
will the development use? How much water will the snow-making machinery use? Is enough water 
available? How will it impact erosion, stormwater, and downstream critical habitat? The EA does 
not adequately assess the environmental impacts of this level of water usage because Mission 
Ridge has not provided adequate detail. Nor does it evaluate the impact of additional surface water 
usage and using the high elevation aquifer will affect senior water users downstream from the 
proposed development. 
 
In addition to inadequate information and assessment regarding water availability and usage, the 
EA and Mission Ridge’s materials are largely silent on the details and impact of the wastewater 
disposal for this massive development on immediate and surrounding areas. The EA simply says, 
“Disposal of wastewater produced would utilize drain fields scattered around the property” and 
“[s]tormwater runoff treatment would utilize on-site filtration and dispersion.” EA, page 35. But 
the EA does not assess the environmental impacts this could have on groundwater quality and 
downstream habitat. Once again, there is a lack of detailed information on this critical issue  
 
This proposal will likely have significant adverse stormwater impacts. Logging the area and then 
introducing a significant amount of new asphalt, concrete, and structures into this otherwise 
undeveloped area will create a new source of pollution of stormwater, streams, and groundwater 
leading up to the site and on-site. Drainage patterns and the hydraulics of the site will be 
significantly changed.  
 
Water quality impacts are significant as well. The quality of water that flows into Squilchuck Creek 
and, in turn, must be protected against contamination and pollutants that would significantly and 
adversely impact the irrigation water systems that rely on that water source.  
 
Mission Ridge must provide more detailed information and obtain the necessary state and county 
water authorizations before the Forest Service can assess the water related impacts of this proposal. 
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Furthermore, an EIS is necessary to fully review and assess the stormwater impacts associated 
with the proposal.    
 


3. Steep slope impacts  
 


The Expansion Project will have significant adverse steep slope impacts. Slope stabilization issues 
are plentiful in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Basin and within the proposed area of development. The 
project site and surrounding area is identified by Chelan County as being within both landslide 
hazard areas and erosion hazard areas.  
 
That we know of, there have been several active slides including Whispering Ridge and within the 
Mission Ridge ski area boundary within the last few years. A 100-acre landslide occurred on the 
Mission Ridge Ski Area, on lands leased from the U.S. Forest Service, in 2016. See enclosed 
Attachment 8. There was a large mid-slope failure up-slope from the main lodge. Approximately 
97% of the project area has a high risk of shallow and deep-seated landslides. EA, page 117. In 
March, 2016, the Chelan County Sheriff’s Office warned residents in the Wenatchee Heights area 
about the risk of a massive landslide as a result of huge cracks that were developing in the ground 
in a neighborhood near the Mission Ridge Ski area. See enclosed Attachment 9. The proposed tree 
removal, soil contouring, roads, ski runs, snow-making operations, and housing developments will 
exacerbate slope stabilizing issues not only in the area of development, but for existing properties 
downslope of the proposed development.  
 
Mission Ridge is proposing a significant amount of logging of forest lands. They will be also be 
altering the hydraulics of the project site by introducing septic systems and a significant amount 
of new impervious surfaces into the area. There will be filling, excavation, and grading associated 
with this proposal. Clearing and construction could exacerbate slope stability issues. It will likely 
take considerable excavation and earth work to put in the new access road, plus stabilization 
measures to prevent future problems in this slide prone area.  


 
It simply cannot be denied that this proposal could have significant adverse impacts to the unstable 
slopes in the area. Because unstable slopes are in and around the area of the Expansion Project, an 
EIS is necessary to evaluate the proposed logging, road building, construction, septic, stormwater, 
and operation activities with respect to the potentially unstable slopes or landforms that may be 
affected. The geologic instability in the ski area needs full assessment by geologists and 
environmental engineers to ensure that all of these changes and activities are environmentally safe. 
 


4. Traffic impacts 
 
The Expansion Project will have significant adverse traffic and transportation related impacts. 
Introducing new chair lifts, new terrain, alpine ski runs, new Nordic skiing and snowshoe trails, 
winter snow-play area, and access to backcountry ski touring will invite significant new traffic, 
buses, trams, and other vehicles into the area. The new condominiums and homes, commercial 
retail, day lodge, restaurants, and other commercial/recreational services designed to accommodate 
residents and guests at those homes and visitors to the ski resort will have enormous traffic impacts.  
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There are already existing major traffic problems on the roads during ski season and this will only 
serve to greatly exacerbate the problem.  
 
The EA does not adequately address traffic impacts. The focus of the EA is too narrowly on 
impacts to the “Forest Service Road System” only. Furthermore, even that analysis is inadequate. 
The Expansion Project is projected to create an additional 9,468 average daily trips. See enclosed 
Attachment 6, Traffic Impact Analysis, page 5. But the EA simply says “there would be an increase 
in vehicular traffic” and the new access road would not “impact the National Forest road system.” 
EA, page 124. It does not consider the significant environmental impacts of this staggering 
increase in traffic in the area.  The EA also fails to give proper consideration to traffic impacts on 
wildlife in the area. How will the traffic change wildlife migration and range? An EIS is necessary 
to fully assess these impacts to people, the environment, and wildlife.   
 


5. Light impacts 
 
The Expansion Project will have significant adverse light related impacts. The new ski runs would 
have electrical conduits buried under runs in order to erect light towers along the side of the runs 
to provide for night skiing. Not to mention all of the lighting and light pollution associated with 
the entire town Mission Ridge is proposing to construct on the adjoining parcel. This will certainly 
have significant impacts on wildlife in the area, yet is not considered in the discussion on impacts 
to animal species in the EA. The EA does not adequately address the impacts of the considerable 
amount of unnatural lighting associated with ski runs and an entire village in what should be remote 
wilderness. 
 


6. Wetland and stream impacts  
 
The Expansion Project will have significant adverse impacts on wetlands and riparian areas. The 
development on the private property will destroy two wetlands and will generate considerable 
wastewater that will likely impact downstream surface water, groundwater, and wetlands in the 
area. In addition to the private parcel’s wetland and riparian impacts on immediate and adjoining 
lands, the proposed activities on state and federal lands will likely adversely impact the wetlands, 
streams, and riparian areas across the project area and beyond. The tree removal, grading, soil 
contouring, snow making, snow compaction, and human activity will likely increase erosion, 
impair water quality, and reduce wetland diversity. The EA touches on some of these impacts.   
 


 “Riparian areas would also be detrimentally affected by proposed activities.” EA, page 
74.  


 “Even with revegetation efforts, machine-grading of ski runs has been shown to increase 
bare ground, reduce productivity and species diversity, and change species composition.” 
EA, page 73.  


 “The wetland area on National Forest would not be impacted by ski run construction or 
glading, but it would be subject to off-run skiing.” EA, page 74 


 “Skiing would compact snow over sensitive wetland soils, resulting in similar detrimental 
effects as those for snow grooming . . . .” and “it is possible wetland diversity would be 
reduced.” EA, page 74.  
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 “In summary, this alternative would cause long-term, detrimental effects to the unique 
features and biodiversity of the Project Area. . . . The wetland area and riparian areas 
would experience minor losses of vegetation and diversity . . . .” EA, page 75. 


 
Given these likely significant adverse impacts on wetlands and riparian areas, an EIS is required.  
 


7. Fire impacts 
 
An EIS is needed to fully study the significant fire impacts involved in the Expansion Project. This 
issue should be given full consideration and study in a more thorough environmental review. 
Approximately 66% of the project area is rated as high to very high fire risk. The EA considers 
how construction and tree removal decreases the amount of high fire risk acreage, but does not 
adequately address how increased human activity impacts these calculations. The EA simply 
states, “[t]he potential for human caused ignitions during this time is possible, but the probability 
is low . . . .” EA, page 131. Considering that the preponderance of wildfires are caused by humans, 
the proposed project will undoubtedly increase wildfire risk as spring, summer, and fall 
recreationalists from Mission Ridge condos and houses explore the forest habitat for miles. An 
EIS is necessary to analyze the potential and risk of wildfire in the area that will be caused by this 
Expansion Project. 
 


8. Noise impacts 
 
The Expansion Project will introduce significant noise into an extremely pristine, quiet area that 
is currently entirely forested and provides significant habitat for wildlife. Noise will result from 
the residential and commercial development. Construction noise will be significant. Noise will be 
introduced into the area by the increased Nordic skiers, snowshoeing, hikers, bikers, dogs, music, 
outdoor events, crowds, and motor bikes. The potential for significant adverse noise impacts on 
wildlife that must be fully disclosed and analyzed in an EIS.  
 


9. Land use agreement with WDFW 
 
The Expansion Project still needs approval from WDFW to expand onto WDFW-owned land in 
Section 25. The EA states “These proposed actions may be modified or changed subject to these 
approval processes.” EA, page 21. The details and approvals for this Expansion Project have not 
been nailed down yet and therefore, the Forest Service cannot make determinations about 
environmental impacts without this information. Therefore, the Forest Service should await further 
information from Mission Ridge before issuing any decisions, including the NEPA decision, for 
this project.  


 
10. Land use and forest management plan impacts 
 


This proposal will have significant adverse land use impacts. As a starting point, it will adversely 
impact nearby forestland of long term significance. The Expansion Project is stretching into the 
forest well beyond the existing recreational area.  It’s encroaching into the forest beyond what’s 
appropriate for and compatible with forests and wildlife habitat.  Not only is it proposed right in 
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the middle of the forest (and therefore will impact the forest use by wildlife and downstream water 
uses), this conversion could open up roads and justifications for allowing additional conversions 
to other development in the area.   
 
As a result of the conflicts between recreational uses and conservation of forest and habitat, there 
are limitations on land use in the Wenatchee Forest Land Use Resource Management Plan. The 
Wenatchee Forest Plan allocates 6,021 acres for developed recreation sites, including ski areas and 
limits developed recreation to .3 percent of the total Wenatchee Forest. Wenatchee Forest Land 
Resource Management Plan, at III-2. Furthermore, “[r]ecreation facility development or 
improvement planning will conform to and be consistent with the applicable [Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum] ROS Class criteria for level and scale of development, setting, experience 
level, and social interaction.” Wenatchee Forest Land Resource and Management Plan, at IV-65. 
The EA did not go into much detail regarding consistency with various Forest Plan requirements. 
Therefore, the EIS should include a thorough analysis of the consistency or inconsistency of this 
proposal with the applicable Forest Plan and development limitations.  
 


11. Cumulative impacts. 
 
Among the potential impacts of a major federal action to be analyzed are direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts. The term “cumulative impact” is defined in 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 as follows: 
 


“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time. 


 
It’s well established that agencies have a legal obligation under NEPA to include an analysis of 
the cumulative impact of the proposed project with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions. See Department of Transportation v. Public Citizen, 124 S. Ct. 2204 (2004); Kleppe 
v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 96 S. Ct. 2718, 49 L. Ed. 2d 576 (1976); Mid-States Coalition for 
Progress v. Surface Transportation Board, 345 F.3d 520 (8th Cir. 2003); and Kern v. U.S. Bureau 
of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062 (9th Cir. 2002). 
 
The Ninth Circuit described the minimum qualifications for an adequate analysis of cumulative 
impacts as follows:  
 


Consideration of cumulative impacts requires “some quantified or detailed 
information; … [g]eneral statements about ‘possible’ effects and ‘some risk’ do not 
constitute a ‘hard look’ absent a justification regarding why more definitive 
information could not be provided.” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d at 
1379–80. The cumulative impact analysis must be more than perfunctory; it must 
provide a “useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future 
projects.” Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 810. Finally, cumulative impact 
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analysis must be timely. It is not appropriate to defer consideration of cumulative 
impacts to a future date when meaningful consideration can be given 
now. See Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d at 1380; City of Tenakee 
Springs, 915 F.2d at 1312–13. When an agency's determination of what are 
“reasonably foreseeable future actions” and appropriate “component parts” is 
“‘fully informed and well-considered,’ ” we will defer to that determination. Blue 
Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1211 (9th Cir.1998) 
(quoting Save the Yaak Comm. v. Block, 840 F.2d 714, 717 (9th Cir.1988)). But we 
“need not forgive a ‘clear error in judgment.’ ” Id. 


 
Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002). 
 
“Groups of actions may have collective or cumulative impacts that are significant. Cumulative 
effects must be considered and analyzed without regard to land ownership boundaries or who 
proposes the actions.” FSH 1909.15 (15.1). See also FSH 1909.15 (15.3) (cumulative effects 
framework).   
 
Wheeler Ridge LLC is proposing to convert 280 acres of undeveloped wildlife habitat into a large 
scale commercial cherry orchard in Sections 16, 17, and 21 of Township 21N, R20 E.W.M. Chelan 
County has issued a Determination of Significance for that proposal. I have enclosed a copy of 
WSA EIS scoping comments on the Wheeler Ridge LLC proposal. See enclosed Attachment 7, 
Newman and Clungeon to Kaputa Letter (Feb 21, 2020). It’s important to note that the new access 
road that is being proposed by Mission Ridge will open up access to Section 17.  
 
The Forest Service has not conducted an adequate assessment of cumulative environmental 
impacts of the Mission Ridge Expansion Project and the Wheeler Ridge LLC Proposal. These 
would include water quantity and quality impacts, traffic impacts, steep slope impacts, and fish 
and wildlife impacts. The EA frequently includes a perfunctory, conclusory statement that “there 
are ongoing projects, not associated with Mission Ridge Expansion Project, on county and WDNR 
lands” that could have effects. See, e.g., EA at 132, 167, 170-177. These vague statements do not 
constitute a “hard look” discussion of the actual cumulative impacts for each element of the 
environment.  
 
The Mission Ridge Expansion Project could also cause the opening up of asphalt paving all the 
way to the Upper Stimilt Basin Route Road. Year round, black top, public road access would 
devastate wildlife use in that area. Yet there was no mention of such nearby projects or impacts.  
 
Among other things, the EA does not adequately address the cumulative impacts of these 
developments combined that will adversely impact wildlife and wildlife habitat. For example, the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts discussion for elk does not discuss impacts like increased 
traffic, collisions, landslides, air pollution, increased energy expenditure to find “alternate routes,” 
future expansion of the development, human disturbances, altering migration routes, landslides, 
lights, and nearby land uses—such as cherry orchards—that also impact wildlife in the area. EA 
at 173–174. The EA’s cumulative impacts discussion for wildlife is inadequate and should be more 
thoroughly analyzed in an EIS.  
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The Forest Service should prepare an EIS to more fully address all of the cumulative environmental 
impacts pertaining to this project.  
 


12. Mitigation of environmental impacts 
 
The EA repeatedly assumes the plethora of adverse environmental impacts resulting from this 
Expansion Project will be mitigated. Below are a few examples: 
 


“[T]he Applicant will coordinate with Chelan County, WDFW and Washington 
Department of Ecology to mitigate impacts to migratory bird species.” EA, page 
177.  


 
“[T]iming restrictions would be employed as needed to mitigate impacts to elk and 
spotted owls.” EA, page 177.  
 
“Category 3 wetlands are wetlands with a moderate level of functions and can often 
be adequately replaced with a well-planned mitigation project.” EA, page 47.  
 
“Short term construction and long term operations and infrastructure impacts from 
increased stream flow and reduced storage and water quality would be ameliorated 
with the use of BMPs, design criteria and mitigation measures to reduce the risk of 
excessive runoff, erosion and sediment transport to streams, wetlands, and Riparian 
Reserves.” EA, page 54 


 
However, the Design Criteria, Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices incorporated 
into the Mission Ridge Expansion Project in Appendix B of the EA is general and functions as a 
series of suggestions with little detail or enforceability. The section on wildlife consists of a meager 
six sentences and consists of language like “coordinate with WDFW to implement timing 
restrictions as needed.” This is inadequate to make a fully informed environmental assessment. 
Mission Ridge should be required to submit more scientifically credible, detailed habitat, 
mitigation, and design plans before the agency can make a determination about the impacts of the 
Expansion Project.  
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D. Conclusion 
 
Thank you for consideration of our comments on behalf of the Wenatchee Sportsmen’s 
Association. The Mission Ridge Ski and Board Resort Expansion Project will have significant 
impacts to the environment and an EIS is necessary for proper review of this major proposal. 
 
      Sincerely,  
 
      BRICKLIN & NEWMAN 
 
 
 
 
      Claudia M. Newman 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 
1.  Stemilt Squilchuck Vision 
2.  Stemilt Squilchuck Recreation Plan 
3.  Phillips, G and William Alldredge, “Reproductive Success of Elk Following Disturbance 


By Humans During Calving Season,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 64(2), 521-530 
(2000) 


4.  L.M et al, “Behavioral Responses of North American Elk to Recreational Activity,” 
Journal of Wildlife Management, 73(3), 328-338 (April 2009) 


5.  Revised Project Narrative (Jan. 16, 2020) 
6.  Mission Ridge Traffic Analysis 
7.  Newman/Clungeon to Kaputa (Feb. 21, 2020) 
8.  Newman to Chelan County (Oct. 19, 2018) 
9.  Seattle Times Article, Landslide Closes Small Portion of Mission Ridge (May 9, 2016) 
10.  KIRO 7 Report, Risk of Catastrophic Landslide Forces Evacuations Near Wenatchee 


(Mar. 18, 2016).  
11.  Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation Comments (Jan. 3, 2019) 
12.  Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation Comments (May 2, 2019) 
 
 
cc:  Chelan County Commissioner Kevin Overbay 
 Mike Kaputa, Director Chelan County DNR 
 Jim Brown, Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Central Region Director 
 Gwen Clear, Department of Ecology, Central Region, SEPA Regional Coordinator 
 Wyatt Leighton, Department of Natural Resources, South East Region 
 Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association  
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From: Emily Orling
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort Application
Date: Sunday, March 29, 2020 8:06:22 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

RE: Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort Application
 
Dear Mr. Lott,
 
I am writing to express my concern about the potential effects of the proposed Mission Ridge
Expansion on Mission Ridge area’s whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis), a US Forest Service
sensitive species and a candidate for federal listing as threatened or endangered.  The Mission
Ridge population of whitebark pine includes both the documented stems in the Project Area
and those known in the 1300-acre habitat on the plateau above the existing ski area (page 72
Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft EA).  Surveyors observed 73 whitebark pine stems on
National Forest and another 88 on adjacent WDFW land (page 63 Mission Ridge Expansion
Project Draft EA)*. 
 
Importantly, the draft EA states it is highly likely that whitebark pine is on the private parcel
slated for development, yet the application makes no mention of this at-risk species.    
Based on topography, vegetation patterns, and drone footage, it is highly likely that whitebark
pine is also present on the private parcel. Drone footage shows what appear to be fairly large
5-needle pine trees (footage is not detailed enough to identify the species with certainty) in
vegetated patches among talus and along the northwest-oriented shoulder and slopes of a
small 5,130-foot summit (Figure 3-6). These locations are similar to those of documented
stems, though slightly lower in elevation. Stems appear to be medium to large trees; the
presence of smaller trees, saplings, and seedlings is also likely. Stems appear sparse and
localized and are estimated to number 20-60. (page 66 Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft
EA)*. 
 
I urge you to evaluate the impacts on whitebark pine and to research site-specific mitigation
options in your environmental review. 
 
Sincerely,
Emily C Orling 
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From: Cody Gillin
To: RJ Lott
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort comment
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2020 11:03:17 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Dear Mr. Lott,

Thank you for the opportunity comment on the proposed Mission Ridge expansion. I understand
Chelan County Community Development takes seriously its responsibility to review proposed
developments and consider the perspectives/findings of interested members of the public. After
reviewing the proposal narrative, appendices, and other pertinent documents, I identified
deficiencies in the proposal documents as well as misalignment between proposal information
pertaining to growth and resource management in Chelan County and Washington State. Here is a
summary of my review and conclusions:

1.      Affordable Housing: The expansion proposal forecasts no problems with resort
employees securing affordable housing either in dedicated workforce housing at the new
village complex or elsewhere in the Wenatchee Valley. This runs contradictory to the Our
Valley Our Future initiative’s recent report on affordable housing in the Wenatchee Valley
and surrounding areas. The OVOF housing report identified a direct link between a lack of
affordable housing with an inability of major employers to fill vacancies as well as families
double-occupying dwelling units. The report goes on to list many factors that contribute to a
growing lack of affordable housing, all of which are out of the purview of the expansion
proposal. In communities with large ski resorts and live-in villages, the gap in housing
affordability is actually wider than other nearby locations (this is a well-documented
problem that results from the housing stocks being converted to vacation homes and short-
term rentals that either sit vacant most of the year or are unavailable for a low-wage
workforce that operates and maintain a ski area, village, and on-site services). The expansion
proposal housing report appears to not have considered any of the information or
documentation on this problem. Since Chelan County is a sponsor and board member of the
OVOF initiative, it should ensure that new developments in the region align with the
recommendations emerging from the OVOF process, including making strides to improve
(not exacerbate the existing deficiency of) affordable housing.

2.      Wildfire, Fire-Flow, and Ingress-Egress: The proposed expansion would place hundreds
of structures and thousands of people into a high-risk wildfire area where fire is a healthy,
necessary component of a functioning ecosystem. As presently proposed, the expansion is
requesting downward modifications to existing Chelan County code for fire flow/fire
protection (15.40.040). Ingress and egress would be available on only a single road
constructed on a steep slope with the village located upslope. A community with a
population the size of Cashmere situated upslope of a sure-to-burn-forest with only one way
out and inadequate fire flow protection poses grave threat to public safety. No municipal
water supply is presently available to support fireflows.

3.      Water Availability: At present, winter and summer streamflows in Squilchuck Creek are
allocated and during low-flow periods are overallocated. The Stemilt-Squilchuck Watershed
Plan identifies several reasons to be extremely cautious with the proposed new
development, and only one indecisive result which could support new development in that
“a portion of winter and spring runoff, return flow from irrigation and base flow may be
available for diversion to new or additional storage” (there is no irrigation return flow that
high in the basin so all water needed for the expansion would come from base flow). The
proposed expansion appears to require an undefined rate/quantity of additional water for
domestic and snowmaking purposes that would be supplied by drilling deep wells into a the

mailto:cody.gillin@gmail.com
mailto:RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US


upper Squilchuck Basin aquifer. The Hydrology Memo is vague and hesitant in its conclusions
that “the availability of future water needs may be present in deep bedrock fractures in the
vicinity of the proposed Mission Ridge Expansion project” and “the potential availability of
groundwater for domestic and snow making uses may be available from deep bedrock
factures at the site”. The Hydrology Memo indicates that the deep bedrock fractures where
drilling is recommended “appear to be in hydraulic continuity with the surface waters near
the ski area where current water right diversions are being utilized”. If surface water flows
are at best fully allocated (as indicated in the Stemilt-Squilchuck Watershed Plan) and the
proposed groundwater supply is in connectivity with surface water then new withdrawals
from the aquifer could steal water from existing water right holders. No municipal water
supply is presently available to support domestic and/or snowmaking purposes.

4.      Urban Growth and Community Vision: RCW 36.70A.110 requires counties to “designate
an urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside
of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature.” The proposed expansion adds
4000 pillows (analogous to the population of Cashmere), which is urban growth in nature
and seems to be in violation the intent of Washington urban growth law. Furthermore, the
expansion proposal does not seem to align with the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision (in
which Chelan County was a lead partner) which found that the upper Squilchuck Basin
cannot support urban-level development (an expansion to include hundreds of
condominiums, restaurants, lodges, transportation, and other services to support 4000
overnight residents and many thousands more day users is unmistakably urban).

5.      Community Cost-Benefit Comments/Observations: The proposed development, if
realized, would offer some benefits to recreation and the economy. There could be new
opportunities for hikers, mountain bikers, trail runners, and Nordic skiers. Additional terrain
will be opened for downhill skiing. An expanded resort will provide jobs and visitors will
patronize local businesses. But there also appears to be great risk of many deleterious,
irreversible impacts. Water supplies will be compromised in an already thirsty region.
Wildlife habitat will be reduced in an already fragmented area. Traffic is projected to
increase over five-fold and greatly reduce the current level of service in the travel route.
Wildfire risk will increase and pose threats to a community that is already struggling to cope
with increased frequency, magnitude, and intensity of fire. Wildfire protection, as proposed,
is lacking. The way of life for the rural Squilchuck community already pressured by
development and increased recreation will be irreversibly altered. A greater strain will be
placed on already deficient affordable housing. Areas presently used by backcountry
recreation will be forever lost.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Mission Ridge expansion proposal. I
support local businesses and efforts aimed at improving recreation and tourism, but not when it
comes at the expense of the resources, ways of life, and physical safety of the community, and not
when proposed actions fail to align with planning efforts and community initiatives aimed at guiding
sustainable development and wise stewardship of the region's natural resources.  I do not support
the proposal as presently submitted.

Best,

Cody Gillin

621 Lowe Street

Wenatchee WA 98801



From: Gustav Bekker
To: RJ Lott; Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England; Mike Kaputa
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion project
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 1:11:11 PM
Attachments: El Sendero_WWA letter to Chelan County 2020-03-27.pdf

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Dear Mr. Lott,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these public comments on the Mission Ridge Expansion Project in Chelan
County, Washington.
Comment letter attached. 
Gus Bekker
President
El Sendero Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club
PO Box 5622
Wenatchee, WA 98807

Hilary Eisen 
Policy Director
Winter Wildlands Alliance
PO Box 631
Bozeman, MT 59771

--
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March 26, 2020 
 
RJ Lott, Planning Manager 
Department of Community Development 
316 Washington ST. STE 301 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
Submitted via email to RJ.Lott@co.chelan.wa.us  
 
RE: Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort application 
 
Dear Mr. Lott, 
 
El Sendero Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club (El Sendero) is a non-profit organization based in 
Wenatchee, founded in 2004. We represent winter backcountry recreationists and advocate for the 
creation, preservation, and management of non-motorized winter areas on public lands. We work to 
preserve backcountry areas for quiet human-powered use, promote winter backcountry safety and 
ethics, and cooperatively resolve conflicts among backcountry users. El Sendero is a grassroots member 
of Winter Wildlands Alliance. Winter Wildlands Alliance (WWA) is a national non-profit, whose mission is 
to promote and protect winter wildlands and quality human-powered snow-sports experiences on 
public lands.  Formed in 2000, WWA has grown to include 33 grassroots groups in 15 states and has a 
collective membership exceeding 50,000. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Mission Ridge Expansion Master 
Planned Resort application. Our organizations are firmly opposed to the proposal as it currently stands, 
and ask that the County deny the development application. This plan on private property has enormous 
public ramifications. A decision that affects our community so fundamentally, in fact destroys the rural 
nature of the Squilchuck valley and the ski area itself, should be planned and examined in a public 
manner in order to weed out the objectionable issues and come to a final decision that all stakeholders 
can live with. No public process has been accomplished here and that is unacceptable. 
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I. THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION VIOLATES COUNTY PLANNING AND VISIONING DOCUMENTS   
 
The proposed development is inconsistent with all applicable planning and visioning documents thus far 
established in Chelan County, including the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report, the Chelan 
County Comprehensive Plan, the Our Valley Our Future Action Plan, and the County Watershed Plan. In 
the following comments we will describe specifically how and why the development application violates 
these plans.   
 


a. Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report 
 


Chelan County organized and created the Stemilt Partnership in 2007 to prevent urban development in 
sections 16, 22, 20, and 28 in the upper Stemilt Basin.1 The County again expressed its commitment to 
preventing development in Stemilt Basin when it purchased 2,500 acres of land in the basin in 2012. 
Thus, it is puzzling why the County would even consider a proposal to allow extensive urban 
development in the basin. The Mission Ridge 2020 proposal would develop the section of land directly 
adjacent to one of the very sections that motivated the formation of the Partnership.  
 
In 2008 the Stemilt Partnership drafted a Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision report.2 This report 
considered the effects of development in upper Stemilt Basin and voiced three major concerns: 
increased demand on water resources, losing access to public land, and increased habitat fragmentation 
and pressure. The report concluded that resource lands in the upper watershed cannot support urban-
level development. The Mission Ridge proposal would realize all three of the reports concerns: it would 
remove water from the watershed, disrupt wildlife, and degrade the recreational experiences in the 
upper basin.  
 
One of the major findings of the Community Vision report was that high-density development should 
occur in lower canyons, adjacent to existing urban areas, and that the upper basins should emphasize 
public access and some recreational opportunities. The Mission Ridge proposal is to develop an isolated 
urban area in upper Stemilt Basin with the express purpose of increasing use and pressure on the public 
lands.  
  
Contrary to the Community Vision Report, this Mission Ridge proposal would bring urban-level 
development to the upper Stemilt basin, increase demand on water resources, and increase habitat 
fragmentation and pressure by logging, building, installing roads and chairlifts. It would also close access 
to public land by increasing the Special Use Permit Area granted to the resort from the Forest Service. 
Granting approval of this proposal will directly contradict the Stemilt Partnership’s vision for this area.  
 


b. CHELAN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
Approval of the Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort application would require the County to 
ignore, violate, or make exceptions to several provisions of the 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive 


                                                           
1 https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/natural-resources/pages/stemilt-partnership 
2 https://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/cloud.tpl.org/pubs/convis_wa_stemilt_1report.pdf 
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Plan. This Plan is intended to guide land use development throughout the County and reflects the values 
and needs of the Chelan County community. Carving out exceptions to this Plan to meet the wishes of a 
single developer undermines the purpose and effectiveness of the County Plan, as well as the input and 
participation of all who helped to develop it.  
 
The Proposed Development Does Not Align With The Comprehensive Plan Vision For The Malaga-Stemilt-
Squilchuck Planning Area 
 
Chapter 1 of the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan contains vision statements for the various planning 
areas. The vision statement of the Malaga-Stemilt-Squilchuck planning area emphasizes the great value 
that the citizens of the Malaga-Stemilt-Squilchuck Study Area place on the rural character of the area, 
and a desire that future development not unreasonably impact this rural character, the agricultural 
economy, or natural resource based industries.3 This vision statement emphasizes that future 
developments should not be located far away from existing developed areas and that preservation of 
water rights and management to preserve water supplies are of utmost importance.   
The proposed development is directly contrary to the values and desires expressed in this vision 
statement. A multi-family residential and commercial development will degrade the rural character and 
quality of life for the residents of the Squilchuck Drainage. One easily predictable way in which this will 
happen is to consider changes in traffic patterns. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
submitted with the project application, the development will increase daily traffic on Squilchuck Road to 
approximately 9,500 vehicles, with roughly a thousand cars in each direction per hour at peak hour in 
the evening. Table 7 in the Traffic Impact Analysis shows that traffic is predicted to increase sevenfold.  
Currently, residents along Squilchuck road live alongside a rural country road with limited traffic. Post-
development, however, these residents would find themselves living next to a road with traffic 
equivalent to a freeway. This would most certainly impact the rural character and quality of life for 
residents in the Squilchuck drainage.  
 
The proposed development is unquestionably urban in nature. It will consist of nearly a thousand units, 
plus commercial space, in an area that is currently wild and undeveloped.  This cannot be squared with 
the Comprehensive Plan’s vision that “…expansion of our existing residential, commercial and industrial 
land uses [in the Malaga-Stemilt-Squilchuck planning area] will take place in those areas already 
characterized by that type of use”. Indeed, the proposed development would double the population in 
the Stemilt, Squilchuck, Malaga, and Wenatchee Heights basins. And, although the Comprehensive Plan 
does not specifically mention the ski area, this development would also impact the ski area itself. 
Mission Ridge is beloved for its hometown hill vibe, which contributes to the rural character of the 
Malaga-Stemilt-Squilchuck planning area. Changes to the ski area that destroy this vibe, turning it from a 
hometown hill to a “destination resort” will impact the broader Chelan County community as well.   
 
Perhaps most concerning, instead of protecting water rights and managing the land to preserve water 
supplies, the proposed development would steal water from the aquifer that feeds the base flow of 


                                                           
3 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, pages 5-6. Available at http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-
development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-%202017-
27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf 
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Squilchuck Creek. Mission Ridge has proposed that all the water necessary for their development will 
come from aquifers. These aquifers are hydraulically connected to surface water and any removal of 
water from the aquifers constitutes stealing from downstream users. The entire wintertime flow of 
Squilchuck Creek is allocated by existing water rights to Beehive Irrigation District and Mission Ridge for 
diversion and storage in their respective reservoirs. Existing water rights in the summer exceed the 
available flow in the creek with Miller water users having their water rights regularly cut when the 
stream flow is inadequate to cover all existing water rights. In no way does this proposed development 
align with the Comprehensive Plans’ vision to protect water rights or preserve water supplies. In arid 
environments we cannot simply continue to permit new development and assume that there will be 
enough water. Indeed, here, there is not.  
 
 
The Proposed Development Is Not Consistent With Land Use Goal LU 1.4 
Chapter V. Goals and Policies for Land Uses, of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
contains Land Use Goal LU 1.4, requiring that new residential developments which require urban 
services and utilities must be located within the urban growth boundary.4 LU 1.4 is consistent with and 
supported by the 2008 Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report. Among its major findings, it found 
that high-density development should connect with existing urban areas.5  
 
The proposed development includes a fire station, PUD power, and will require PUD water in order to 
avoid removing water from an already spent water budget (regardless of what the developer may 
believe). The development will require an additional mile of snow removal and waste management. 
These are urban services, yet Figure 26 of the Comprehensive Plan shows that the development outside 
the Wenatchee Urban Growth Area. The development is not consistent with LU 1.4, as it is located 
outside the Wenatchee UGA and requires urban services. 
 
The Proposed Development Is Not Consistent With Land Use Goal LU 1.6. 
Chapter V. Goals and Policies for Land Uses, of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
contains Land Use goal LU 1.6, which requires that environmental limitations, availability of 
infrastructure and consistency with the Comprehensive Plan be considered.6 
 
The impact of a development that brings thousands of new residents cannot be understated. Waste 
management alone poses a significant environmental risk. The developer intends to utilize septic 
systems to manage human waste – how many other communities of 4,000 are based entirely on septic? 
There are also serious environmental (and scenic) impacts associated with cutting a highway-width road 
across steep forested land adjacent to administratively withdrawn (protected) areas. And, we worry that 
the development will bring an increase recreational demand to the upper Stemilt basin, placing stress 
on the Colockum elk herd and degrading the quality of recreation experiences in the basin.  
 


                                                           
4 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, page 16 
5 2008 Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report , page 60. Available at 
https://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/cloud.tpl.org/pubs/convis_wa_stemilt_1report.pdf 
6 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, page 16 
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The developer is proposing to build nearly 1,000 units in the wildland-urban interface. Fire is inevitable 
in this landscape, but the cost of managing a wildfire in the upper Stemilt basin will be drastically higher 
once an urban development is built in it. Wildfire becomes considerably more dangerous and risky in 
this scenario too, as County, State, and Forest Service officials will be responsible for safely evacuating 
thousands of people from a development with a single access road. It is a disaster waiting to happen.  
 
The infrastructure to accommodate this development does not exist, and creating it will bring additional 
impacts and environmental harm. The comprehensive plan does not account for the massive and rapid 
population increase that will follow development and the County must consider the impacts of this 
population increase on County services, infrastructure, and the environment. The growth is inconsistent 
with the Growth Management Act’s guidance to require urban growth inside the boundary of the UGA.  
 
The Proposed Development Is Not Consistent With Land Use Goal LU 3 
Chapter V. Goals and Policies for Land Uses, of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
contains Land Use goal LU 3, which is to protect water quality and quantity.7 As we have already 
mentioned, removing water from deep aquifers which are hydraulically connected to surface water will 
steal water that is already over-allocated to downstream users. Our concerns about water over-
allocation are supported by WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, the WRIA 40A Water Quantity Assessment, and 
the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision. For example, the WRIA 40A Watershed Plan sates that annual 
water rights are about 50 percent greater than the estimated quantity of physically available water.8 
Likewise, the WRIA 40A Water Quantity Assessment finds that there is a negative water balance during 
dry, warm, years.9 Currently, approximately 5,500-acre feet of water is imported into the basin from the 
Columbia River annually to support existing water needs – if this development is approved even more 
water will need to be imported. There may not be water available to import, but even if there is it will 
increase costs for agricultural producers and other water users. 
 
If allowed to drill and pump the aquifers in the upper Stemilt basin, the proposed development will 
reduce stream flow and damage existing water rights holders. This is inevitable. The development is 
clearly not consistent with Land Use Goal LU 3 because it will steal from the spent water budget.  
 
The Proposed Development Is Not Consistent With The Capitol Facilities Element Of The Comprehensive 
Plan 
Section V. Goals and Policies, of the Capitol Facilities Element of the Comprehensive Plan contains Levels 
of Service Policy CF 1.20, to ensure that development conforms to all applicable requirements of the 
International Fire Code (IFC) or alternatives as approved by the Fire Marshall.10  
 
Because this development application does not to conform to applicable requirements of the IFC, the 
developer has asked that the Fire Marshall allow exceptions to reduce ingress and egress to the 


                                                           
7 Id. Page 18 
8 2007 WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, page 13, available at http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/natural-
resources/documents/Planning/Stemilt_Squil/wria_40a_plan.pdf 
9 Id. Page 12 
10 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, page 34. 
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development property and fire flow requirements. To grant such exceptions would be a code violation 
since the exceptions are only allowed when “…such modification does not lessen health, life and fire 
safety requirements.”11  
 
If the County grants the developers requested exceptions to the IFC and allows the development to 
proceed with only a single egress point, it will be contributing to increasing risk of property loss and 
death of the residents of the proposed community in the event of wildfire. Unless the County requires 
that the proposed development include a second egress is will not be consistent with the Capitol 
Facilities Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The County must require access and fire flow in strict adherence to all applicable codes with no easing 
or exceptions granted. There is no reason for the County to make an exception to rules put in place to 
protect life and property simply because a code is expensive or difficult to comply with. To the contrary, 
the County has a duty to the future residents of any developments it approves to ensure that their 
community is safe.  
 
The Proposed Development Is Not Consistent With the Transportation Element Of The Chelan County 
Comprehensive Plan 
Page 54 of the Comprehensive Plan states that “Chelan County will maintain its current LOS standards 
roadways (LOS C for rural roads and LOS D for roadways in the urban growth areas).” This is another 
example of where the proposed development does not fit within the County’s comprehensive plan. 
Contrary to this vision, the proposed developing would cause the LOS on Squilchuck Road to decline to 
LOS D.12 This is below the County standard – because Squilchuck Road is outside of the UGA, it has a 
minimum LOS of C. Therefore, the proposed development is not consistent with the Transportation 
Element of the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan because the proposed level of service is lower than 
the County standard. 
 
The proposed development is inconsistent with the transportation element of the Comprehensive Plan 
in other ways as well. The TIA concedes that this development would lead to a significant increase in 
traffic on Squilchuck Road, which will require modification of at least three intersections. The increase in 
traffic, both during construction and once the development is in place, will degrade the road more 
quickly than the County has accounted for in its planning documents. Despite this necessary increase in 
maintenance due to the development, the developer has argued that they should not be held 
responsible for these maintenance costs. Chapter 6 of the Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan describes the County’s 20 year major projects capital plan.13 Improvements to 
Squilchuck Road are not included. Indeed, the County’s 20-year outlook for major capital projects does 
not include any major projects or costs that would be related to the proposed development. Given that 
the developer plans on leaving County taxpayers to cover the cost of road maintenance directly related 
to their resort, these costs should at least be within what is envisioned in the County’s 20-year capital 


                                                           
11  IFC Section 104.8 
12 Transportation Impact Analysis, page 22 
13 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, Table 12, starting on page 56. 
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plan. Because they are not, the development is not consistent with the Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
If the County were to approve this development it must require a maintenance agreement that forces 
the Tamarack, LLC to pay the difference in costs between the current and proposed conditions so that 
the County does not bear the cost increased maintenance due to the significant projected increase in 
traffic.  
 


c. OUR VALLEY OUR FUTURE (OVOF) ACTION PLAN  
 


The Our Valley Our Future (OVOF) 2017-2021 action plan supports expansion of Mission Ridge but not in 
the manner that is proposed in the Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort application. The 
action plan indicates that a small village of homes will be built on property that Mission Ridge has 
purchased.14 The proposal under consideration here does not align with this action plan in two 
important ways. First and foremost, a proposed development of 621 condos and duplex units, 275 single 
family detached units, a lodge with 57 beds, an 80-bed dormitory, and 110,000 square feet of 
commercial space cannot be characterized as a small village of homes. Second, Mission Ridge does not 
own the property. Mission Ridge, LLC is a business that owns and runs a ski area. Tamarack, LLC is a 
business that will develop an urban center in the upper basin and then will operate the development. It 
is misleading to imply that profits from the village development will provide financial stability for the ski 
area, as these profits will simply enrich the developer. While these two LLCs may be owned by the same 
person for now, there is no guarantee that this will remain the case. Furthermore, Tamarack, LLC has no 
obligation to support Mission Ridge, LLC and indeed, is obligated to put its own financial stability ahead 
of the ski area.  
 
Because the development property is not owned by Mission Ridge, and because the proposed 
development is not small in character, the development is not in alignment with the OVOF Action Plan. 
 


d. WRIA 40A WATERSHED PLAN and WATER QUANTITY ANALYSIS 
 
The Chelan County Natural Resources department developed a Watershed Plan (May 2007) and a Water 
Quantity Assessment (February 2007) following a watershed inventory assessment for the Squilchuck 
and Stemilt drainages. The Assessment and Plan cover water resource inventory area WRIA 40A, which 
includes the Stemilt, Squilchuck, Malaga and Wenatchee Heights sub-basins. The Water Quantity 
Assessment concluded that on an average year irrigation demand exceeds runoff with a water balance 
deficit of 550 acre feet on an average year and 12,690 acre feet in a dry/warm year.15  
 
By planning to drill wells and pump water from the headwaters of Squilchuck Creek, Tamarack, LLC is 
planning to appropriate water from the headwaters of the drainage in order to provide water for the 


                                                           
14 Our Valley Our Future 2017-2021 Action Plan, page 32. Available at http://www.ourvalleyourfuture.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/02/OVOF-2020-Action-Plan-small-file-size.pdf 
15 2007 WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, page 13, available at http://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/natural-
resources/documents/Planning/Stemilt_Squil/wria_40a_plan.pdf 
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Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort. As we stated earlier in these comments, it is 
irresponsible to permit new development when there is not water available to support it.  
 
 


e. STEMILT-SQUILCHUCK RECREATION PLAN 
 
From 2016 to October of 2019, the recreation committee of the Stemilt Partnership worked on a 
recreation plan. It has been less than 6 months since final publication of the plan. It is current. The vision 
statement of the Final Recreation Plan is “to establish sustainable recreation opportunities in the Stemilt-
Squilchuck Basin through a community based planning process that embraces community values, 
protection of water and wildlife resources, and collaboration with all stakeholders.” The winter map 
developed over years of negotiation with all stakeholders, includes a non-motorized winter play area in 
the upper Stemilt basin. This map was hotly contested and we believe the backcountry community was 
short changed in the final hours. However, a non-motorized area was created and we are excited at the 
prospect. This development is so new that signs haven’t yet been placed and snowmobiles are still 
visiting the NMAs in both Stemilt and Clara basins. By placing a  town-sized community at the base of 
the newly designated non-motorized play area, the development severely degrades the value of the 
designated area because instead of a wild and remote basin, the area will now be connected to the 
noise, crowds and cars of a 4000 pillow community. The backcountry experience will be lost. Because 
the project destroys the value of the (brand new) non-motorized skiing area, and because the 
development does not protect water and wildfire resources, and because every stakeholder currently 
living in the Squilchuck valley will be affected by the traffic the development generates, the plan is not 
consistent with the Stemilt Partnership Recreation Plan. 
 
 


II. THE COUNTY MUST DENY THE MISSION RIDGE EXPANSION MASTER PLANNED RESORT 
APPLICATION  
 


There are a multitude of reasons why the County must deny this development application. As we have 
outlined in these comments, the proposed development is contrary to several of the County’s guiding 
documents, including The Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision 
Report, the OVOF Action Plan, the WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, and the WRIA 40A Water Quantity 
Assessment. It also runs counter to the County’s reasons for to organizing the Stemilt Partnership in 
2007 and purchasing 2,500 acres of land in Stemilt Basin in 2012. At no point has the County or its 
residents previously expressed a desire for urban development in upper Stemilt Basin.  
 
In addition to the reasons for denying the development application that we have already described in 
these comments, the County has a number of options for how to deny the proposed development: 
 
Deny classification as a Master Planned Resort (MPR) 
Chapter XIV. Master Planned Resorts, of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan indicates that 
Master Planned Resorts may be built outside of the UGA. However, Chapter XV. Goals and Policies for 
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Master Planned Resorts,16 defines MPRs to be self-contained and consist of short-term visitor 
accommodation. They must provide affordable housing for employees when feasible, preserve the rural 
character or natural resource uses, and not primarily comprise of single family or multi-family units. 
Additionally, permanent residential uses must support the on-site recreational nature of the resort. 
 
The proposed development violates all of these requirements: 


 The development is not self-contained. The project narrative section J. states that the 
development will rely on the County to provide fire, police and medical services. In addition, 
there is no grocery planned, nor any schools, and both water and electricity will be supplied 
from Wenatchee.   


 The development does not consist of short term visitor accommodations. The primary 
component of the proposed development is long-term housing, namely 275 single-family 
residences and 621 multi-family units. These are not intended to be vacation homes, given that 
the TIA assumes all units are occupied year-round. Policy LU 13.5 of the Comprehensive Plan 
specifically states that “single –family or multi-family residential development shall not be the 
primary component of the MPRs.”17 While the Comprehensive Plan does make a provision for 
permanent residences, it requires that they support the on-site recreational nature of the 
resort.  


 The development does not consider affordable employee housing. The intent of an MPR is to 
be self-contained such that employees would stay and live at the MPR. This requires employee 
housing. Section M. of the project narrative boasts 669 full time jobs yet the plan proposes only 
80 employee beds in “dormitory style” and “open-concept” accommodations. Clearly, the 
development is not intended to be self-contained, and the majority of employees will be 
expected to commute from Wenatchee.  


 The development does not preserve the rural character or natural resource it uses. The rural 
character of the Squilchuck valley would be forever changed by the increase in traffic brought by 
this development. It will also change the character of the ski hill. It will at least double the daily 
number of skiers on the hill yet the only new ski terrain will be beginner terrain at the 
development. More skiers on the same terrain creates longer lines, powder shortage, and more 
crowded ski runs. The development will completely transform the ski area from a friendly 
hometown hill to a dispassionate destination resort, altering both the rural character and the 
natural resource (an uncrowded skiing experience) that it uses.  


 
The development clearly does not satisfy the requirements of a MPR under the Chelan County 
Comprehensive Plan, should not be classified as such, and therefore the application should be denied.  
 
Do not assume ownership of the access road 
In order to build the access road between from the end of the Mission Ridge Road to the private 
property, the Forest Service has to provide an easement under FSM 2700 Chapter 2732. However, this 
section of the FSM states that if the public road authority does not accept responsibility for and 


                                                           
16 2017 Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, starting on page 28. 
17 Id. page 29 
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ownership of a proposed road, the owners of the property served must form a local improvement 
district or an owners’ association to assume the necessary maintenance responsibilities. 
 
The County has no obligation to take on another system road – with all of its associated maintenance 
costs – for the benefit of a private developer. This will not prevent the developer from obtaining a 
Forest Service easement, but they will need to be responsible for all of the associated maintenance and 
construction costs.  
 
Purchase Section 19 
The County has previously purchased land in upper Stemilt Basin to prevent development and there is 
ample reason for the County to do so again. Open space is encouraged and the County is specifically 
allowed to purchase land by Section XII. Open Space/Recreation, of the Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
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Do not sign the development agreement 
The development agreement submitted with the project application serves to provide financial 
assurance to the developer that the County will not change codes or rules in the future that would result 
in unexpected costs to the developer. The County is under no obligation to provide this assurance and 
should not do so. This proposal is much larger than anything the County has previously administrated 
and unanticipated issues will arise. The County should not deny itself any remedies to resolve these 
future issues. 
 
Require adequate fuels reduction 
The fuels reduction strategy suggested in the AEGIS Fire Protection Plan is inadequate to reduce fire 
intensity to a level that can be directly attacked by wildland fire fighters. If residences are to be built in 
the WUI, the County has an obligation to require conditions that are safe. A basin-wide vegetation 
treatment, authorized under the Good Neighbor Authority, is the minimum level of fuels reduction that 
could be considered to reduce risk to the development to an acceptable level. Thinning would have to 
be to a level that would change fire character from a crown fire to a ground fire. The area would need to 
include the entire Mission Ridge special use area, the private property involved in the development, the 
timbered shoulder between the Stemilt and Squilchuck basins, the area between Lake Clara and the 
Mission Ridge road, and the area between the proposed development and Squilchuck State Park. 
 


*************************************************** 
Our organizations appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this very consequential decision. 
Many of our members will be directly impacted by any development in upper Stemilt Basin or changes 
in traffic along the Squilchuck Road. We are available to answer questions or provide additional 
information as needed. Please keep us informed of future developments and decisions concerning this 
project. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments.     


        
Gus Bekker      Hilary Eisen 
President      Policy Director 
El Sendero Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club  Winter Wildlands Alliance 
PO Box 5622       PO Box 631 
Wenatchee, WA 98807-5622     Bozeman, MT 59771 
gwbekker@gmail.com     heisen@winterwildlands.org  
 
 
 







From: Colleen Ryan
To: RJ Lott
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion
Date: Sunday, March 29, 2020 8:01:42 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Dear RJ Lott,

I am writing to oppose the proposed Mission Ridge expansion. There are several reasons I
originally felt this was a flawed and one-sided proposal and the more I learn about it, the
more strongly I feel that this is a very bad idea for more reasons than I originally realized. I
hope the community’s voice is heard as I speak for many in saying this proposal appears to
benefit one person(s) and unfortunately negatively impacts the rest of us: our community
and land.

Before discussing issues involving the environment, community/local economy, and the
bending/breaking of rules and policies, I would like to share a personal viewpoint. In
watching the video on YouTube titled “Mission Ridge Expansion” it is glaringly obvious that
the opposite effect to what is suggested will take place. Let me explain. The message sent
out is that we love our valley; Mission Ridge being one of our community gems. It is
discussed in the video how Mission Ridge helps recruit (and dare I say retain) health care
providers. I am a health care provider that moved here five years ago, partially for Mission
Ridge, as it is; a small community ski hill with, to put it bluntly, mediocre snow fall and
terrain that makes up for those shortcomings with a community vibe without overcrowding.
With development of the proposed village, those perks would no longer exist. I enjoy using
my Mission Ridge pass, accessing the trails and backcountry terrain year round and this
expansion would change that forever. All the things that they are listing in the video as pros
about living here would be deeply and negatively impacted by this expansion. In fact, it
would have a negative impact on recruitment and retention of health care providers that
prioritize positive outdoor experiences. 

There are several environmental concerns that I am sure you are already aware of and
should be taken seriously. Some of those concerns include the increase of fire risk with
increased population and the potentially fatal dangers of residents and firefighters with the
one road in and out. Also water is a major concern. It is brought to my attention that the
aquifer does not have the water needed to support current water right holder demands year
round, much less the proposed 4000 pillow community. Would Mission have to make more
snow to get to and from the village on the proposed new chair lift(s)? The Stemilt
Partnership’s report included that the upper watershed cannot support urban-level
development, yet there is a proposed village with as many beds as our neighboring town of
Cashmere- how does this make sense? The concerns with the septic system is real; are
drain fields really a viable option for this large of community? And if the water quality fails
testing due to this, the local orchardists are the ones impacted if their fruit cannot be picked.
There are also obvious concerns with local flora and fauna: including but not limited to the
whitebark pine, the northern speed owl and the Colockum elk herd migration. 

Thank you to the County for establishing and leading in the Stemilt Partnership. Please
hold strong to the values and goals of that partnership. Also this plan violates Washington’s

mailto:colleenryan6@hotmail.com
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law on Urban Growth Areas. 

This proposal would take away from the local economy in several ways. For example, my
friends came to ski Mission three weeks ago. They stayed in a local hotel, shopped in local
shops and ate in local restaurants. Never once was it mentioned that the mountain was too
far to go to town for a meal, being an easy 20 minute drive. This proposal is not good for
the local economy. If second home owners or overnight guests are staying and eating at
the mountain, that money is not being spent in and around our local community. That
money goes into the developer/owner’s pocket. That someone is not a local. 

Mission is a small ski hill with decent snow. This expansion does not add skiable terrain
beyond some mentioned beginner level. It would make the current terrain crowded. This
proposal negatively impacts our community gem of a ski hill, the environment, the local
culture/economy and breaks policies and partnerships. Please listen to the community
when we say: We DO NOT want this expansion. 

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Dr. Colleen Ryan 



From: pqwilliams23@nwi.net
To: RJ Lott
Subject: Mission Ridge expansion
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 11:05:55 AM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Dear Mr. Lott,
I am writing to ask you to deny the approval of the current Mission Ridge
Expansion Plan based on conditions around wildfire risk, uncertainty of
water availability within the Squilchuck Basin, as well as violation of
Urban Growth RCW 36.70A.110.  Since the data presented by the developer is
minimal at best, I urge Chelan County to seek consultation from a
qualified, independent hydrologist and a wildland fire risk manager who
can evaluate the technical reports submitted by the developer, and to
determine future potential liabilities the development that will fall on
the county to fund.  Chelan County needs to incorporate climate-change
forecasts for eastside Cascade Mountains the next 50 years, developed by
the University of Washington and available through the Climate Impacts
Group https://cig.uw.edu/.
The County should deny the request for exceptions contained in the fire
protection plan. In fact, the fire marshal should increase fire-flow
requirements for this high-risk development placed in a fuel-rich dry
forest. The required fire flow is not impractical if the water supply
comes from the PUD. However, the PUD has indicated in their October 18,
2018 Agency Comment letter on MPR 2018-128 that:
âEURoeIn summary, water service is considered not available at this time
until determined permissible and feasible. Significant water system
infrastructure will be required and the design, permitting, planning and
construction of such infrastructure is a multiyear effort.âEUR
This suggests that municipal water will not be immediately available.
Until the water issue is resolved, the plan should not be approved.
Modification to international fire code 104.8 is allowed only when the
modification does not lessen life and fire safety requirements. Having a
4,000-pillow community trapped by an engulfed access road during an
emerging catastrophic fire is a grave threat to fire safety and to life.
The road, as currently planned, upslope of a 30% (+) sidehill is
unsuitable as a stand alone egress route. The proposal should be reviewed
with a life-safety bias for the public, not a financial bias benefiting a
private developer and other businesses seeing opportunities within the
project. To approve the single access layout of this project is
irresponsible on the CountyâEUR(tm)s part.
Violation of Urban Growth Area RCW 36.70A.110 This RCW states that
counties  âEURoe....shall designate an urban growth area or areas within
which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which growth can
occur only if it is not urban in nature. âEURoe  The Mission Ridge area was
not designated an Urban Growth Area by Chelan County.  The Washington
Legislature enacted this law because they âEURoefound that uncoordinated and
unplanned growth posed a threat to the environment, sustainable economic
development and quality of life in Washington.âEUR   The Mission Ridge
Development would add 4000 pillows making it a community the size of
Cashmere.  Clearly the development is in violation of this law and its
intent.

mailto:pqwilliams23@nwi.net
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In addition we are very concerned about the effects that this development
will have on traffic, wildlife, overcrowding and overuse of natural
resources.  We ask that the developer resubmit a plan that is within the
RCWâEUR(tm)s, Fire Codes, and be less destructive to the environment and
quality of recreational opportunities.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Include your name and address
Patricia L. Quinn-Williams
2448 N. Ashland
East Wenatchee,Wa 98802



From: rapakivi@methow.com
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Bob Bugert; Mark Johnston; Merry Roy; Bill Deters
Subject: Mission Ridge expansion
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2020 10:51:42 AM
Attachments: NCWAS letter to Chelan County regarding proposed Mission Ridge expansion - 26march2020.pdf

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Attached is our letter commenting on the proposed Mission Ridge expansion.  Thank you for
consideration of our input.

Arthur Campbell
North Central Washington Audubon Society
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North Central Washington Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 2934 
Wenatchee, WA 98807 
www.ncwaudubon.org 
 


 
 
         March 26, 2020 
 
Mr. RJ Lott, Planning Manager  
Community Development Department 
Chelan County 
316 Washington Street, Suite 301 
Wenatchee, WA  98801 
   
Re: Proposed Mission Ridge Expansion  
  
Dear Mr. Lott,  
  
North Central Washington Audubon Society (NCWAS) is a local chapter of the National 
Audubon Society with approximately 500 members in Chelan, Douglas, Okanogan, and 
Ferry counties.  As long-term contributors to the Stemilt Partnership, we have been 
involved with issues in the Stemilt basin and our greater community for many years.  We 
are concerned that the proposed expansion at Mission Ridge would result in a number 
of potential adverse impacts to our community.  
  
The proposal has two major components.  One is ski area expansion.  The other is a 
private, year-round real estate development roughly ten times the size of the nearby 
Forest Ridge community.  
       
Below are two issues of particular concern to us: 
  


The proposed development would violate the Stemilt Partnership Mission.  Chelan 
County is the lead organization responsible for establishing the Stemilt Partnership. 
The Partnership was formed in 2007 in response to concern over privatization and 
development of 2,500 acres of Washington State DNR forested land in the Stemilt 
Basin. In 2012, Chelan County purchased 2,500 acres in order to prevent 
development in the forest. The Stemilt Partnership continues to meet to discuss 
management of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Forest.  The mission of the 
Partnership is to protect water resources, conserve critical habitat for fish and 
wildlife, and maintain recreational access to public lands. The proposed 
development goes against the founding rationale of the Partnership and violates all 
three of its central goals by substantially increasing water demand of already 
overallocated water resources; creating a large urban environment in the forest, 
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which will disrupt wildlife; and degrading existing and planned recreational activities 
and experiences. How can Chelan County even consider allowing the type of 
development that the Stemilt Partnership was formed to prevent?  
  
The proposal could have significant adverse impacts on water resources.  The 
Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 40A Watershed Plan for the basin states, 
“Annual water rights are about 50 percent greater than the estimated quantity of 
physically available water.  Water diverted for new storage potentially impairs senior 
rights and/or requires mitigation of impacts to senior rights”.  The proposal assumes 
water will be available to operate and protect from wildfire a community of 4,000. 
Meanwhile, senior water rights held by downstream irrigating orchardists and 
others in the basin could result in insufficient water availability during wildfire 
season.  We believe the Hydrology Memorandums in the proposal, prepared by 
WNR Group Inc. (hired by the Developer), are inadequate.  They state “The 
preliminary hydrologic investigation at the site has determined that the availability 
of future water needs may be present in deep bedrock fractures,” and “These deep 
bedrock fractures appear to be in hydraulic continuity with the surface waters near 
the ski area where current water right diversions are being utilized”.  WNR Group 
assumes peak water usage will be during the ski season, yet the real estate 
development portions of the proposal are clearly year-round.  Also of concern, WNR 
Group does not address forecasted climate change for east-side Cascades.  At the 
very least, the County needs to work with the USFS to hire a Hydrologist to properly 
evaluate these uncertainties. 
 
We oppose the proposed expansion as currently envisioned.  The concerns and 
questions we mention above are just some of many the proposal raises.  Other 
issues include sewer issues, wildfire risk, wildlife habitat loss, urban growth, and 
greatly increased traffic.  Given the enormous impacts the current proposal would 
bring to the basin, we advise against moving forward with any aspect of it pending a 
thorough evaluation of the many issues it presents.  An adequate evaluation will 
take substantial time, and we request the process be given whatever time is 
necessary. The overriding goal must be to get it right.   
 
Sincerely, 


 
Arthur Campbell 
President, North Central Washington Audubon Society 


 







From: crader@nwi.net
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England
Subject: Mission Ridge proposal
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 11:23:15 AM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

I am against the proposed Mission Ridge development project in its current form. I do want to see
the ski area expanded – more skiable terrain, maybe a small area for overnight housing and a related
business or two – but this proposal is too big. I think it puts too much pressure on the aquifer and on
wildlife (especially elk) living in this area. With only one way in and out, the development would just
put more people in danger if there should ever be a wildfire there.  The project would consume
much land and bring too many people to a site that now provides quiet, non-motorized, year-round
recreational opportunities.  Please do not approve this project.

Thank you,
Christine Rader
1700 Rainier Street, Wenatchee
509-888-0181
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From: Carin Smith
To: RJ Lott; Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England; comments-pacificnorthwest-wenatchee-wrrd@fs.fed.us
Subject: Mission Ridge proposed expansion comments
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 11:53:27 AM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

With regard to the proposed development at Mission Ridge:

I am an avid skier and support the current state of the Mission Ridge Ski Area as a great recreation
resource for our valley. However, I have deep concerns about the proposed development.

1.       Access and fire danger. Please study what happened in the wildfire in Paradise, California.
See the Los Angeles Times article : “Must Reads: Here’s how Paradise ignored warnings and
became a deathtrap” It states, “It was doomed by … dead-end roads that paid no heed to
escape.” What plans does the developer have to create additional access? With Squilchuck
road being the only access, think about how our community will respond after something
like this happens here. How will hearing “I told you so” will help those who lose their homes
or even die? Yes, this development has fewer homes than did Paradise. How many are you
willing to risk? The development plan only addresses fire mitigation (eg thinning, fireproof
materials), but nothing about fire evacuation.

a.       See https://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-camp-fire-deathtrap-
20181230-story.html

2.       Water. Please talk with independent experts about the water table, amounts of water
potentially available, impact on the aquifer, and water needs both for homes and fire
fighting. Do not rely on the developer’s information. It appears that the watershed cannot
support the additional housing. See the details in number 4 on this page:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/e/2PACX-1vQ09NMHTko1aaIJmwEEoVah-
xCJBhszjFhlOaG2Mr8Nm9jNA1haxD4oPbfiQai_mQW3Sb0R3iF448zW/pub#h.87gigvo0rf5v

3.       Traffic. Where will the traffic go after it hits the three intersections that are discussed in the
proposal? It will not just disappear. What about the Sellar bridge? Wenatchee Avenue? Also,
the proposal states that since the full development won’t happen until 2040, that the traffic
impacts be “re-evaluated at a future date.” What then--if the impacts are deemed to be
unacceptable, do they un-construct what is already built? Absurd.

In summary, although I am an avid skier and do want to support our local ski area, I strongly feel this
is not the way to do so. Maybe we first need a road from the top of Mission Ridge down to
Ellensburg? That could address the fire evacuation and traffic issues… but there is still the water.

 

Sincerely,

 

Carin Smith
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From: Pentico, Eric D (DFW)
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Murdoch, Andrew R (DFW); Andonaegui, Carmen (DFW); Livingston, Michael F (DFW); Monda, Matthew J

(DFW); McCorquodale, Scott (DFW); Hoenes, Brock D (DFW)
Subject: Mission Ridge Proposed Expansion Project SEPA Comments
Date: Thursday, April 9, 2020 10:34:41 AM
Attachments: MR Proposed Expansion Proj_Master Planned Resort SEPA Comments_04-09-20.pdf

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

RJ,
 
Attached you will find WDFW’s SEPA comments regarding the proposed
Mission Ridge Expansion Project, Master Planned Resort.
 
Eric
 
Eric Pentico
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Biologist
Region 2 Office – Ephrata, WA
Office: (509) 754-4624 ext. 215
Cell     : (509) 630-2729
Email  :   eric.pentico@dfw.wa.gov
Work Schedule: Mon.-Thurs -  4:00 a.m. - 6:00 a.m email and cellular phone
                                                          8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. office hours
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State of Washington 


Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mailing Address: 1550 Alder St. NW, Ephrata, WA 98823 


Main Office Location: Natural Resources Building, 1111 Washington Street SE, Olympia, WA 


 


April 9, 2020 


 


Chelan County Community Development 


Attention: RJ Lott   


316 Washington St., Suite 301 


Wenatchee, WA 98801 


 


Re: WDFW Comments on the Master Planned Resort Expansion to the Mission Ridge Planned 


Development; Chelan County File No. MPR2018-128 


 


Dear Mr. Lott: 


 


On March 3, 2020, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) received notice 


from Chelan County Community Development (Chelan County) that it is accepting comments on 


the amended application (submitted January 21, 2020) for the Master Planned Resort Expansion 


to the Mission Ridge Planned Development (the Project, Chelan County File #MPR2018-128; 
file ZC-366 approved through Resolution 87-77, as modified by Resolutions 88-104 and 95-


152). WDFW appreciates the opportunity to offer comments on this proposal at this time. 


 


WDFW’s mission mandates that WDFW, “preserve, protect and perpetuate fish, wildlife and 


ecosystems while providing sustainable fish and wildlife recreational and commercial 


opportunities.” The Project revised application materials and supporting documents provided by 


Chelan County were reviewed by WDFW for potential impacts to fish, wildlife and their 


habitats, as well as possible impacts to recreational opportunities, according to its mission. 


 


WDFW previously submitted a comment letter on October 30, 2018, to Chelan County 


Community Development regarding the proposed Project. In addition, as noted in Question #4(c) 


on page 14 of the amended State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist (January 17, 2020), 


WDFW is aware of and has evaluated the “…Environmental Assessment (EA, Mission Ridge 


Expansion Project; Draft Environmental Assessment, Okanogan Wenatchee National Forest, 


2020) being completed for compliance with NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) …”. 


The following comments are intended to clarify previous input from WDFW on the Project 


proposal as described in the amended application materials. 


 


Appendix E (Aquatics, Wildlife and Botany Resources Report, updated December 2019, 


supplement to the SEPA checklist) denotes that watercourses on the Project area were identified 


as present using the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Forest Practices 


Water Typing Map, and were evaluated and typed by Chelan County Natural Resources 


Department (CCNRD) personnel. The SEPA document also says on page 10 that, “The stream 


typing effort indicated there are two perennial, non-fish-bearing streams in the southwest part of 


the private parcel. The remaining streams were incorrectly mapped and removed from 
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subsequent analysis. WDFW has further reviewed the water typing information provided in 


Appendix B (Chelan County Natural Resources Stream Typing for Parcel Number 


212019000000) of Appendix E.  WDFW finds that the information provided in Appendix B 


appears to show due diligence and to be consistent with the DNR Forest Practices Board Manual 


Section 13, Guidelines for Determining Fish Use for the Purpose of Typing Waters, with the 


exception of the timing of the surveys (August 16, 2017). March 1 through July 15 are the survey 


dates recommended in the Board Manual. The timing is intended to ensure that water is most 


likely to be present during the survey so that fish are most likely to be present. This timing is also 


conducive to ensuring a more accurate call for seasonal versus perennial stream types as was the 


case for the stream typing work conducted on the project site. During drought years, the Forest 


Practices Board Manual requires proponents of water type changes to provide information 


demonstrating how stream flows and fish use determinations were unaffected by drought. I am 


not aware, however, that 2017 was a drought year so the call of Ns from Np for Stream 4 in 


Section B is likely accurate. 


 


Appendix E discusses two wetlands that exist on property owned by Mission Ridge. The SEPA 


checklist, in question 3(a)(1) on page 10 states, “In early fall of 2017, a wetland inventory and 


delineation was completed (dated 17 September 2017 – see Wetland Report in Appendix E). 


Two small Category 3 emergent wetlands were identified and delineated on the northeast corner 


of the proposed conceptual expansion area. Category 3 wetlands are wetlands with a moderate 


level of functions and can often be adequately replaced with a well-planned mitigation project.” 


WDFW recommends a Mitigation Plan be provided as part of the project proposal and consistent 


with Chelan County ordinance Chapter 11.80. 


 


Regarding plant species and their habitats, Appendix E states on page 42 that, “…surveys will be 


conducted for listed and sensitive species where potential habitat is identified on U.S. Forest 


Service (USFS) and private lands as part of the NEPA\SEPA process.” WDFW understands that 


during the NEPA analysis process, botany surveys were completed on both USFS and WDFW 


owned property that will be impacted by Project expansion activities, and mitigation procedures 


were devised that are supported by WDFW. Surveys for listed and sensitive plant species and 


their habitats are still needed on private lands that will be affected by the project expansion. 


WDFW recommends such surveys be required to assist in a comprehensive environmental 


analysis of the proposed Project impacts. A report should be prepared describing the survey 


efforts, findings, and if required, actions to avoid and minimize impacts, and actions to mitigate 


for unavoidable impacts. 


 


The Stemilt-Squilchuck watershed is home to an abundant number of wildlife species. Species 


listed or proposed for listing with the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) that could 


potentially be present on the parcels proposed for use by the Project expansion include northern 


spotted owl (Strix occidentalis), grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), gray wolf (Canis lupus), Canada 


lynx (Lynx canadensis), and wolverine (Gulo gulo). Various other Washington State priority 


species, including but not limited to northern goshawk (Accipitar gentilis), pileated woodpecker 


(Dryocopus pileatus), white-headed woodpecker (Picoides albolarvatus), and western toad (Bufo 


boreas), could also utilize the area. WDFW has reviewed the evaluation of potential effects on 







Master Planned Resort Expansion, Mission Ridge Planned Development 


WDFW SEPA Comments to Chelan County Community Development 


April 9, 2020 


  


 


Page 3 of 4 


 


relevant federally listed species and species proposed for listing, completed during the NEPA 


review, and agree with the EA’s conclusions regarding these species. 


 


Portions of the Stemilt-Squilchuck basin are used by both Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus elaphus) 


and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), which are designated as priority species under WDFW’s 


Priority Habitat and Species (PHS) program. Elk and mule deer are Washington State priority 


species for management and conservation as wildlife species of recreational, commercial, and/or 


tribal importance, and as species dependent on habitats that are highly vulnerable or are in 


limited availability. Page 22 of Appendix E, acknowledges that, “evidence of elk and mule deer 


(tracks, scat, wallow) were observed within the Project Site.” Appendix E also states on page 32 


that, “The project area provides summer range for mule deer and elk in the Colockum elk herd.” 


but then states that, “It is unlikely that the project area provides spring and fall migration 


habitat.” Contradicting this statement regarding migration habitat, the EA evaluated project 


effects on elk and mule deer on USFS and WDFW owned properties, concluding that, “… elk 


likely migrate through the Project Area as they move from summer to winter ranges.” (pg. 160).  


Similarly, Appendix A (Mission Ridge Final EIS, 1986) submitted to the County states that, 


“Based on observation and information gathered from local residents and hunters, WDOG 


(Washington Department of Game) biologists have identified a migration corridor approximately 


one mile wide that traverses Sections 19 and 24 of the project site.” (pg. 53). 


 


Referring to information provided in the EA, there will be some level of unmitigated impacts to 


elk and mule deer habitat on federal, state, and private lands within the boundary of the proposed 


Project expansion area. The EA indicates there will be 19 acres of unmitigated impacts to elk and 


mule deer habitat on federal lands (pgs. 167, 174, 176), 185 acres of unmitigated impacts to elk 


and mule deer habitat on state lands (pgs. 167, 175, 176), and 524 acres of unmitigated impacts 


to elk and mule deer habitat on private lands (pgs. 167, 175, 176). The proposed Project 


expansion also represents a substantial increase in the number of people residing and recreating 


in the area on a year-round basis. Associated with the increase in human use is the increase in the 


potential for dispersed recreation during the skiing off-season, possibly altering elk and mule 


deer migration travel routes and thereby decreasing the energetic fitness of individuals. WDFW 


recommends a Habitat Management and Mitigation Plan (HMMP) be required as part of this 


Project development and as required by Chelan County Code Section 11.78.100, identifying 


actions proposed to mitigate for all impacts to elk and mule deer habitat. 


 


Regarding the proposed Project actions on WDFW-owned lands, there are unresolved issues as 


to whether WDFW will have the authority to allow the planned expansion activities. WDFW is 


seeking clarification from the funding entity for the purchase of the properties, the U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service (USFWS), as to whether the proposed increase of the Project footprint on 


WDFW lands is compatible with the funding requirements of this property (Pitmann-Robertson 


funding).  


 


Finally, WDFW has concerns that the Project will contribute to an increase in the unauthorized 


establishment and use of roads and trails on adjacent lands (personal communication, Colockum 


Wildlife Area Manager Pete Lopushinsky; EA, pg. 18, Table 1-1). Appendix B of the EA 


(Recreation (3), pg. 190) identifies monitoring, to include signage and regular patrols, as 
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mitigation measures that can be implemented to reduce the effect of dispersed recreation and 


unauthorized use of trails and roads as a result of the Project development. To ensure effective 


mitigation for impacts of unauthorized trails and roads within the Project area and on adjacent 


lands, WDFW recommends Mission Ridge develop a management, maintenance, and monitoring 


plan that captures measures to: monitor for unauthorized recreation activities; reduce and 


eliminate unauthorized activities; rehabilitate unauthorized trails and roads; and report annually. 


 


I am available to discuss our comments and answer questions. I can be contacted by phone (509-


754-4624 ext. 215 ofc\509-630-2729 cell), or by email (eric.pentico@dfw.wa.gov ). 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 
Eric Pentico 


Region 2 Habitat Biologist 


 


 cc: Andrew Murdoch, Region 2 Acting Regional Director  


 Mike Livingston, WDFW Region 3 Regional Director  


Carmen Andonaegui, WDFW Region 2 Habitat Program Manager  


 Matt Monda, WDFW Region 2 Wildlife Program Manager 


 Scott McCorquodale, WDFW Region 3 Wildlife Program Manager 


 Brock Hoenes, WDFW Deer and Elk Section Manager 
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To: RJ Lott
Subject: Mission Ridge, MPR 2018-128
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 12:24:35 PM
Attachments: Mission Ridge Development - 2020.docx

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Attached are our comments about the proposed Mission Ridge expansion.

Thanks,
Ronald Balzer
509-886-3562
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March 16, 2020

Chelan County Community Development

Attention: RJ Lott

Mission Ridge Expansion, MPR2018-128

We reviewed and commented on Mission Ridge’s expansion plans, MPR 2018-128, to Kristen Larsen on Oct 18, 2018. Mission Ridge’s SEPA revision, submitted to Chelan County on Jan 21, 2020, has also been reviewed. While the revision is an improvement over what they originally submitted, in the sense that it contains more up to date information and somewhat addresses some of the environmental and economic issues, we believe the proposed development still has significant environmental and economic issues that must be addressed. The following are our concerns. 

1. Over Development:

We have grave concerns with Mission Ridge’s proposed year-around Master Planned Development containing eight-hundred and ninety-six residences, a lodge/hotel with fifty-seven rooms and additional employee housing and retail stores on Section 19 and their part of Section 30. In addition, they want to have summer recreational trails throughout their property and on the adjacent National Forest and WDFW lands. Section 19 and their portion of Section 30 is zoned RR-20 by Chelan County and is approximately 800 acres. As such, it is limited to a development of only forty residences. The proposed development is greater than twenty times that allowed by the zoning. The housing development has been an on-again and off-again proposal since the early 1980’s by the various owners of Mission Ridge. 



2. Fire Safety and Medical Emergencies:

With the small lot size that they are planning to use – less than 0.2 acres per lot and the close spacing of the houses (ten feet apart), the probability of a fire spreading from house to house will be great. The time that it will take a fire department to respond from Wenatchee or East Wenatchee will be too long to save buildings. Mission Ridge is proposing the possibility of a volunteer fire station near the development, which would help, but may not solve the problem due to the time for volunteers to respond. The study of the development by AEGIS Engineering, which only evaluated the village and did not evaluate the surrounding area, recommended residences have fire sprinkler systems installed and fire extinguishers in some of the other buildings. All of the buildings should have fire sprinkler systems. Even with sprinkler systems, the probability of fire spreading between the closely spaced buildings is great. Since the area annually encounters winds in excess of one hundred miles per hour, any house fire could easily expand to the surrounding forest and quickly encompass the Forest Ridge Development and beyond if one should occur during a high wind event. AEGIS Engineering in their fire study of the development determined that the fire severity is classified as “high fire hazard”. Not only does the area encounter high winds but it also encounters many lightning storms. Since we have had numerous wildfires in the vicinity in recent years, the probability of one starting nearby is great. The development could easily become another “California” disaster with loss of lives and property as we have recently seen from wildfires in California. The lightning and human caused fires in recent years on Horse Lake Reserve and Sleepy Hollow is another example of how quickly fires can spread – fortunately, they only resulted in property damage. With the environment changing to warmer and drier summers and winters, the wildfire situation will only worsen. The narrow Squilchuck road is the only way out of the area if a fire should happen. If a fire should occur blocking the road, there is no way out. Fires from houses or buildings within the development and nearby forest fires could have a significant impact on the ability of first responders to get there and for residents to escape.

With the large number of residences in the proposed development, the need by EMT’s from the Wenatchee Area to respond to medical emergencies will increase from that associated with today’s ski area – primarily responding to non-life threating injuries. The time to travel the Squilchuck road and access the development, especially in winter conditions, may be too long for life-threating medical emergencies which would more likely occur within the housing development.



3. Water Rights and Water Pollution:

While Mission Ridge has water rights on Section 19 and 30, there is a limit as to how much they can extract and use without impacting their downstream neighbors. Irrigation districts in the Stemilt and Squilchuck valley have water rights from water originating on those lands to irrigate their orchards and crops during the summer months. Downstream residences also have water rights from those same sources. Water and Natural Resource Group, Inc (WNR) evaluated for Mission Ridge the potential for water sources on Section 19 and concluded that there is the possibility of a deep aquifer that could be tapped for use by the development. WNR also concluded that the aquifer is part of the water feeding the Squilchuck valley. WNR in their recommendation to Mission Ridge only considered the use of water for snow making (which has a negligible effect on the aquifer) and by four hundred residences using water in the winter and spring months. They did not account for the approximately one thousand residences / hotel rooms in the current Mission Ridge Proposal that would be using water throughout the year.  With the current minimal use of water from the aquifer by Mission Ridge during the summer months, in recent years the downstream irrigation users have had to reduce their water usage from what is their right in the later summer months due to a lack of water. With the trend of winters and summers being drier and warmer, this situation will only get worse. While Section 19 and 30 needs thinning of the trees on it to minimize the risk of a forest fire, the large deforestation that would be associated with the development, over 500 acres, will reduce the ability of the ground there to hold moisture for an extended period of time. The water runoff from the paved roads in the development and Squilchuck road will flow into the streams and lakes used for irrigation and will be contaminated with pollutants from vehicle emissions. The traffic study by Gibson Traffic Consultants for Mission Ridge estimated that there would be 9,486 vehicle trips per day on the Squilchuck road from the development operating year around.



4. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat:

Mission Ridge currently operates on National Forest and WDFW land (Section 25) that was purchased with Pittman-Robertson funds, acquired from taxes on sporting goods, for the preservation of wildlife in that area. The WDFW land has not only State but Federal limitations as to its use. The proposed 155-acre expansion area on National Forest land along with the 500 acre development on Sections 19 and 30, with the cutting of trees, the grading of the land, the paving of roads, and the development of trails throughout Sections 19, 24, 25 and 30 will destroy wildlife habitat and block access to the upper Stemilt-Squilchuck basin for deer and elk as that area is their main migration corridor and summer and fall habitat. There is currently a study being funded ($27,000) by Washington State, The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and The Wenatchee Sportsmen’s Association to determine the size of the elk herd and the seasonal usage by them of that area. The study is being managed by WDFW and Chelan County through the Stemilt Partnership and it will take place from April through late fall of 2020.

Since Mission Ridge is proposing using the National Forest and WDFW properties, including their own in Sections 19 and 30, year around, there will be a detrimental impact from human interaction with wildlife - essentially making the Stemilt-Squilchuck basin useless as wildlife habitat. Mission Ridge plans to build mountain biking trails throughout their property, the adjacent National Forest property, and WDFW property for summer recreation. Sections 19 and 30 are one of the primary calving grounds for the Colockum-Malaga elk herd.  To their benefit, Mission Ridge has proposed to close the trails during the elk calving period, however they need to be closed throughout the summer and early fall. Many environmental studies have shown that a corridor or trail used by humans through wildlife habitat is a two-hundred-meter-wide “dead zone” in which wildlife do not thrive – see, The New York Times, “Leaving Only footsteps? Think Again” by Christopher Solomon, Feb 13, 2015. The detrimental effect of humans on wildlife has been seen here in Wenatchee at the Horse Lake Reserve. While that property has primarily been a late fall through spring habitat for mule deer, it used to have a few deer that remained there throughout the year. Since the mountain bike trails were developed there, deer are no longer seen on the Reserve in the summer. The noise from the outdoor concerts that are being proposed by Mission Ridge will also displace wildlife.



5. Economic Impacts:

The residential development that is being proposed by Mission Ridge in Sections 19 and 30 conceivably will have an economic benefit to them from increased recreational fees and sales of houses and to Chelan County through taxes. However, it will have a negative economic impact on the hotels, motels, restaurants and stores in the Wenatchee Area since people will no longer stay in the Wenatchee Area while skiing and recreating at Mission Ridge. With people living and staying in the housing at Mission Ridge, most of which will be transients from out of the area (Mission Ridge’s estimate is about 75%), the need for the Wenatchee Area facilities and the income from them will diminish. In their economic study for Mission Ridge, RRC Associates estimated that sixty percent of the expenditures for skiing at Mission Ridge are currently being spent at restaurants, hotels/motels and businesses in the Wenatchee Area.



6. National Forest and WDFW Lands:

Mission Ridge is proposing adding ski lifts on the National Forest land in Section 30 and using Sections 24, 25 and the National Forest portion of Section 30 year around. We believe that using public property “National Forest and WDFW Land” for the sole economic benefit of private enterprise is wrong!

We can support additional winter skiing opportunities at Mission ridge in expanded ski trails and non-housing facilities. However, the proposed trails and land should only be occupied in the winter months – the same as the current restriction on Mission Ridge’s operation to preserve the habitat for wildlife, reduce the risk of wildfires on surrounding properties, preserve the aquifer for down-stream agricultural irrigation and current residences, and minimize the economic impact upon the businesses in the Wenatchee Area.

With our concerns about the loss of habitat for the wildlife in the Stemilt-Squilchuck basin area, the increased high risk of forest fires from the housing development and from climate change, the single road access to and from the proposed housing development in cases of emergencies, the degradation of the aquifer and resulting inability of the land to hold moisture for irrigation due to the deforestation of the land for Mission Ridge’s proposed expansion, the loss of income to Wenatchee Area businesses, and the use of public property “National Forest and WDFW Land” for the sole economic benefit of private enterprise, we believe that the proposed Mission Ridge housing development should not be allowed! If the development is not declared illegal due to the RR-20 zoning and the single road access (Squilchuck), a Determination of Significance must be declared for SEPA MPR2018-128 and an Environmental Impact Study required due to the significant adverse impacts to the surrounding area and the environment from the proposed development. Any decision on modifying the current “winter use only” agreement for Sections 24, 25, and 30 needs to be withheld until after the above-mentioned (see concern #4) joint elk habitat study is completed.

Sincerely,

Ronald and Claudia Balzer

3320 N. W. Fir Ave

East Wenatchee, Wa
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From: Erin Andrade
To: RJ Lott
Subject: MR Expansion
Date: Sunday, March 29, 2020 6:27:56 PM
Attachments: Erin Andrade MR Expansion Comments.docx

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

RJ Lott,

I reviewed the El Sendero meeting summary, detailing some of the greatest concerns noted
with the current proposed project.

 

I included, in red in the attached document, the things I most agree with, namely:

-       The concern of creating an overcrowded recreation area

-       The significant negative impact on traffic

o   Specifically, although there is more parking; there is not a new road built to
accommodate the extra vehicles that would be getting to the new facilities

o   The housing development is too large for the current infrastructure

o   The impact on the local residents and users will be significant, creating a
negative experience, similar to that at Stevens Pass or Snoqualmie Pass

-       This proposal violates the Stemilt Partnership Mission, by potentially impacting our
wildlife as well as our recreational experiences by having an urban development so close to
that area

-       I also agree with the other concerns regarding potential fire hazards

-       I also agree with the concerns detailed below regarding water use

 

I reviewed promotional videos and the project proposal for the expansion.

 

I agree with the following comments:

-       The expansion will increase beginner terrain

-       The expansion will increase parking

mailto:erinandrade87@gmail.com
mailto:RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US

I reviewed the El Sendero meeting summary, detailing some of the greatest concerns noted with the current proposed project.



I included, in red, the things I most agree with, namely:

· The concern of creating an overcrowded recreation area

· The significant negative impact on traffic

· Specifically, although there is more parking; there is not a new road built to accommodate the extra vehicles that would be getting to the new facilities

· The housing development is too large for the current infrastructure

· The impact on the local residents and users will be significant, creating a negative experience, similar to that at Stevens Pass or Snoqualmie Pass

· This proposal violates the Stemilt Partnership Mission, by potentially impacting our wildlife as well as our recreational experiences by having an urban development so close to that area

· I also agree with the other concerns regarding potential fire hazards

· I also agree with the concerns detailed below regarding water use



I reviewed promotional videos and the project proposal for the expansion.



I agree with the following comments:

· The expansion will increase beginner terrain

· The expansion will increase parking

· The expansion will add other activities such as cross country skiing, which I could see myself enjoying



I disagree with the following comments:

· “Maintain the values of stewardship, community, and small mountain vibe – aka the MR way of life… keep our soul intact while growing. Keep our roots and our ties to the community”



I watched the promotional video for MR, with Dr. Freed, Mayor Frank Kuntz, and Shiloh Burgess. I moved here about 4 years ago from Seattle (transplanted from Indiana), so I am not a true local. I am a physician at Confluence Health and I was attracted to Wenatchee because of the ease of outdoor access, including Mission Ridge. On the same side of the coin, in Seattle I was already living close to 3 ski resorts – Crystal Mountain, Stevens Pass, and Snoqualmie Pass. Why would I move to Wenatchee when I had access to these larger mountains? The answer is that I wanted to get away from the crowds, traffic, and overcrowding of Seattle. Even after moving to Wenatchee, I still owned season passes to both MR and SP, but ultimately, after the overcrowding became too much at SP; my husband and I only own MR passes now. MR is special because it is a community asset. It is a local ski hill. Creating condominiums and housing up there is not needed because:

· Most locals already live <30 minutes from the hill

· The downtown area is already expanding with a number of new hotels

· The city itself is expanding with more homes being built throughout the valley as Wenatchee is expanding



If we are truly doing this project to benefit the community, unfortunately I see us losing our “local ski hill” vibe. We will become another touristy, overcrowded resort with traffic issues. The ability of the residents of Wenatchee to escape to the trails and find solitude will be permanently impacted. We will lose our small mountain vibe. 



As we continue to attract physicians and other professionals to the area, how can we continue to distinguish ourselves as having a local ski hill with solitude when we are no longer the local ski hill, but rather a resort? 



I do understand the positive financial impact of this expansion, but there are more sustainable options to positively impact our community than an apparent economic boost that is accompanied by the loss of our small mountain feel, with the current project proposal. If the housing structures of the project expansion were significantly downsized, thus reducing the demand on the area with too many users, I would be in greater agreement with this project.





# Overuse Does Not Currently Exist - Overuse Will Develop with Plan Implementation



On page 11 of the EA, under “Regulatory Framework: Management Direction and Guidance”, The Wenatchee National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FLRMP) states: “New recreation sites should be constructed where demand is high and overuse problems are occuring at existing sites.” The allure of the existing ski area and the adjacent backcountry areas in the Lake Clara Basin and the Stemilt Basin is exactly that the area is not overcrowded like other ski areas in Washington state. This plan will create an overcrowded recreation area in direct contrast to the goal of the guidance of the FLRMP. The recently created non-motorized winter recreation area in the Stemilt Basin will become largely useless with 4000 pillows located at the base of the skiing area. This increased population will impact trail use to Lake Clara as well, both by increased year round residential recreation, and by wintertime use of residents who chose not to ski in the ski area. More people skiing on the same terrain does not improve the recreational experience for skiers at Mission Ridge. The proposal is contradictory to the guidance of the FLRMP because it causes overuse.





# Traffic - 9468 Average Daily Trips

The Traffic Study appended to the application indicates 9,468 average daily trips and 833 evening peak-hour trips will be generated by the resort. Table 7 of the report estimates 1,050 passenger cars per hour in the southbound direction and 930 passenger cars in the northbound direction reducing the level-of-service (a quantitative measure describing traffic operational conditions and their perceptions by drivers) from LOS A (free flow) and B (stable flow), as the existing condition, to LOS D (high density and driver experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience) as the future condition. Compare this to the existing volumes listed in the table of 145 southbound cars and 177 northbound cars. This is a five- to seven-fold increase in traffic on the Squilchuck Road. The study argues that LOS D meets Chelan County Standard, but does it fairly consider the lifestyles of other residents bordering the Squilchuck Road and does it meet our expectations as citizens of the Wenatchee Valley? This increase in traffic serves to enrich the developer but it does so by degrading the lifestyles of current residents and undermining the recreational experiences of the entire community.



# Stemilt Partnership Mission - Proposal Violates the Mission of the Partnership

The County is not only a member of the Stemilt Partnership, but is the lead organization responsible for establishing the Partnership. The Partnership was formed in 2007 in response to concern over privatization and development of 2,500 acres of DNR forested land in the Stemilt Basin. In 2012 the County purchased 2,500 acres in order to prevent development in the forest. The Stemilt Partnership continues to meet to discuss management of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Forest. This information comes straight from the County website.  LINK to County Website  The mission of the Partnership is to protect water resources, conserve critical habitat for fish and wildlife, and maintain recreational access to public lands. The proposed development goes against the founding rationale of the Partnership and violates all three of its central goals by stealing from the water budget in the upper watershed; placing an urban environment in the forest which disrupts wildlife; and degrading existing recreational experiences by overpopulating all of the lands surrounding the development with too many visitors. How can the County even consider allowing the type of development that the Stemilt Partnership was formed to prevent?  



The Trust for Public Land website has a good description of the reason for formation and the goals of the Stemilt Partnership.

LINK to TPL Stemilt Partnership page



# Administratively Withdrawn Areas - Plan Implementation Will Nullify the Value of ADMWD areas



On page 12 of the EA, under Northwest Forest Plan, Administratively Withdrawn Areas (ADMWD) are discussed. ADMWD areas are designated both south of the proposed development, and west of the proposed development. These areas have been previously identified by the Forest as valuable for recreation, visual, and backcountry use. The proposed plan will degrade the value of all three of the stated values in both of the ADMWD areas. Visually, the night sky will be polluted by light, and the development will be visible from all points north and east, including from Highway 2 near Quincy. The premier and most easily accessible trail in the Wenatchee Mountains is the Lake Clara trail network. Recreational enjoyment of this trail will be damaged if a permanent population of 4000 pillows develops near the trail-head. Backcountry skiing is currently available and enjoyable in the two basins adjacent to the ski area. One of those basins will become side-country to the proposed development and the other will lose value as a destination due to the crowding from the development. The Forest Service needs to consider past valuations of the land before allowing proposed private development to degrade the value of two previously designated ADMWD areas.





# Development Agreement - Ties the hands of the County

Page 25 of the Development Agreement contains clauses the limit the County from applying County codes and road standards “only to the extent that the code has been adopted by the County for application on a county wide basis”. This clause eliminates the ability of technical staff and decision makers to use judgement in application of code and safety standards. The agreement may be written to the benefit of the developer and should be modified to the benefit of the County. The text of these provisions follows:







9.        Violates Washington law on Urban Growth Areas  

        RCW 36.70A.110 states that counties  “....shall designate an urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature. “  The Mission Ridge area was not designated an Urban Growth Area by Chelan County.  The Washington Legislature enacted this law because they “found that uncoordinated and unplanned growth posed a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development and quality of life in Washington.” Link to Environmental & Land Use Hearings Office  The Mission Ridge Development would add 4000 pillows making it a community the size of Cashmere.  Clearly the development is in violation of this law and its intent.





# Fire - Proposed Code Modifications are Irresponsible.

1a - Fire Flow (the quantity of water available for fire protection)

The MR Proposed Development Fire Protection Plan argues for exceptions from code-required fire flows and cites County code allowing downward modification of fire flow where full fire-flow requirements are impractical. The same county code, 15.40.040, also contains a provision allowing the fire flow to be modified upward where conditions indicate an unusual susceptibility to group fires of conflagrations.



Link to County Code 15.40.040



The County should deny the request for exceptions contained in the fire protection plan. In fact, the fire marshal should increase fire-flow requirements for this high-risk development placed in a fuel-rich dry forest. The required fire flow is not impractical if the water supply comes from the PUD. However, the PUD has indicated in their October 18, 2018 Agency Comment letter on MPR 2018-128 that:



“In summary, water service is considered not available at this time until determined permissible and feasible. Significant water system infrastructure will be required and the design, permitting, planning and construction of such infrastructure is a multiyear effort.”



This suggests that municipal water will not be immediately available. Until the water issue is resolved, the plan should not be approved.

 

1b - Ingress/Egress

The Mission Ridge Proposed Development includes only one way in and one way out. The proposed road will be built upslope of a steep sidehill. This geography results in an increased fire hazard from a fire that starts lower in the basin. Codes require an alternate exit to allow residents of the development an escape route in the event that a fire consumes the ingress route. An emerging catastrophic fire in the lower reaches of Squilchuck creek will quickly overwhelm fire crews and prevent a response further up the drainage because of the one-way in and out road, and the lack of adequate safety zones. However, the submitted fire protection plan argues that section 104.8 of the International Fire Code allows the fire code official to grant modifications for individual cases when the strict letter of the code is impractical. The text of that code provision follows:





Modification to the code is allowed only when the modification does not lessen life and fire safety requirements. Having a 4,000-pillow community trapped by an engulfed access road during an emerging catastrophic fire is a grave threat to fire safety and to life. The road, as currently planned, upslope of a 30% (+) sidehill is unsuitable as a stand alone egress route.



The proposal should be reviewed with a life-safety bias for the public, not a financial bias benefiting a private developer and other businesses seeing opportunities within the project. To approve the single access layout of this project is irresponsible on the County’s part. In light of the wildfire losses seen in recent years throughout the West (BC, Alberta, Washington, California, Colorado) it is well understood that a hot August fire could realistically engulf Mission Ridge’s entire development despite fire-wise preparations. This risk cannot be mitigated with fuel breaks and defensible space. Consequently, granting an exemption on the requirement of two access roads could easily be defined as negligence on the County’s part. Given the leanings of the Washington State Supreme Court to suspend governmental immunity to counties that have bent codes and regulations and that have experienced catastrophic losses as a result, the County puts itself in an untenable future position, legally and financially, by granting such an exemption.

· 		Fire - Fire Grief

County decision makers need only interview a few residents of the Broadview neighborhood who lost their homes in 2015 to understand the severe emotional strain and the disruption of life caused by the loss of a home. Subjecting nearly 900 people who will own homes/apartments/townhouses/condos in this new development to the potential loss of life and to the potential emotional strain from a major loss of property is an unjustified offset to the financial gain of a single developer and the cadre of business interests pushing this project.

· 		Fire - Increased Population Increases Risk

The following two articles indicate that when people are closer to the forest, there is increased fire risk.

https://www.pnas.org/content/111/2/746.full

https://www.pnas.org/content/115/13/3314 

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection studying Californian wildfires from 2013 to 2017 determined the following causes: debris burning (13.8%), electrical power (9.4 %), vehicles (8.8%), equipment use (8.2%), arson (7%), lightning (6.4%), campfire (3.8%), playing with fire (1.4%), smoking (1.4%), miscellaneous (14.8%), undetermined (24.6%). Humans cause the majority of wildfires  and a development of this sort, which has people living and playing in wildfire-prone forests will increase the likelihood that wildfires will be ignited in our local forests. Such fires will threaten not just this development but the much larger community down valley. This project must not be exempted from upholding the very strictest codes for fire protection, fire safety, and evacuation.  

· 		Water - No available extra water for domestic or snowmaking exists in the aquifer

The entire wintertime flow of Squilchuck Creek is allocated by existing water rights while both Beehive Irrigation District (senior water right) and Mission Ridge (junior water right) compete to fill their respective reservoirs. Existing water rights in the Spring and Summer exceed the available flow in the creek with Miller water users having their water rights regularly cut when the stream flow is inadequate to cover all existing water rights. The development proposes to drill wells and pump water from the deep aquifers which are hydraulically connected to the surface waters of the Squilchuck drainage. There is no available water to be removed from the aquifer. Any water that the development removes directly affects current water right holders who already consume the entire stream flow. One of the critical findings of the Stemilt Partnership’s report is that the upper watershed cannot support Urban-level development, yet that is what has been proposed.



Link to the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Brochure



Page 13, Section 2.2.2 Results, of The WRIA 40A Watershed Plan dated May 2007 found the following:



“…most of the physically available water (runoff of precipitation, shallow groundwater, imported water) entering the WRIA 40A is withdrawn for beneficial uses.”

“Annual water rights are about 50% greater than the estimated quantity of physically available water. Water diverted for new storage may potentially impair senior rights and/or require mitigation of impacts to senior rights.”

Link to Chelan County Watershed plan for WRIA 40A



An alternative to taking water from the aquifer might be to construct a municipal system that pumps water from town. Water is currently supplied by the Chelan County PUD to Forest Ridge. However, the PUD has indicated in their October 18, 2018 Agency Comment letter on MPR 2018-128 that:



“In summary, water service is considered not available at this time until determined permissible and feasible. Significant water system infrastructure will be required and the design, permitting, planning and construction of such infrastructure is a multiyear effort.”



This suggests that municipal water will not be immediately available. Until the water issue is resolved, the plan should not be approved.

· 		Sewer - Onsite septic systems

The proposal indicates that wastewater will be disposed of through dispersed on-site systems which deposit wastewater into the ground through drainfields. A drainfield is a biological system that depends on bacteria to process waste. How will this system perform under intermittent seasonal use? Can drain fields for 4000 pillows adequately prevent adverse effects to nature? It seems like any municipality of this size (e.g., Cashmere has roughly the same population as the proposed development) would construct a wastewater treatment plant, and not use dispersed septic systems with drainfields.



Orchardists in the Squilchuck drainage irrigate with surface water from Squilchuck Creek. The water is tested on a regular basis during growing season for compliance with legislated food safety standards. If the surface water fails the quality tests, fruit cannot be picked. Who will bear financial responsibility if a 4000 bed community pollutes the Squilchuck drainage and jeopardizes the livelihood of current water rights holders.

· 		

· 



· 		
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-       The expansion will add other activities such as cross country skiing, which I could see
myself enjoying

 

I disagree with the following comments:

-       “Maintain the values of stewardship, community, and small mountain vibe – aka the MR
way of life… keep our soul intact while growing. Keep our roots and our ties to the
community”

I watched the promotional video for MR, with Dr. Freed, Mayor Frank Kuntz, and Shiloh
Burgess. I moved here about 4 years ago from Seattle (transplanted from Indiana), so I am not
a true local. I am a physician at Confluence Health and I was attracted to Wenatchee because
of the ease of outdoor access, including Mission Ridge. On the same side of the coin, in
Seattle I was already living close to 3 ski resorts – Crystal Mountain, Stevens Pass, and
Snoqualmie Pass. Why would I move to Wenatchee when I had access to these larger
mountains? The answer is that I wanted to get away from the crowds, traffic, and
overcrowding of Seattle. Even after moving to Wenatchee, I still owned season passes to both
MR and SP, but ultimately, after the overcrowding became too much at SP; my husband and I
only own MR passes now. MR is special because it is a community asset. It is a local ski hill.
Creating condominiums and housing up there is not needed because:

-       Most locals already live <30 minutes from the hill

-       The downtown area is already expanding with a number of new hotels

-       The city itself is expanding with more homes being built throughout the valley as
Wenatchee is expanding

 

If we are truly doing this project to benefit the community, unfortunately I see us losing our
“local ski hill” vibe. We will become another touristy, overcrowded resort with traffic issues.
The ability of the residents of Wenatchee to escape to the trails and find solitude will be
permanently impacted. We will lose our small mountain vibe.

 

As we continue to attract physicians and other professionals to the area, how can we continue
to distinguish ourselves as having a local ski hill with solitude when we are no longer the local
ski hill, but rather a resort?

 

I do understand the positive financial impact of this expansion, but there are more sustainable
options to positively impact our community than an apparent economic boost that is
accompanied by the loss of our small mountain feel, with the current project proposal. If the
housing structures of the project expansion were significantly downsized, thus reducing the
demand on the area with too many users, I would be in greater agreement with this project.



 

I greatly appreciate your consideration of the potential impact of this project.

 

Sincerely,

 

Erin Andrade



From: J Banken
To: RJ Lott
Subject: Oppose Mission Ridge Expansion as Planned
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2020 8:18:20 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

I oppose the Mission Ridge Expansion project for many reasons:  

As a Mission Ridge season pass holder since 2001, I am very proud of our hometown hill and
the benefits that it brings to the community.  Our ski area is special because of its low number
of skiers/acre of terrain, proximity to Wenatchee, short commuting time, and the tourism it
brings to the Wenatchee Valley.  The proposed development will negatively impact all of these
aspects and become a liability at the city, county, state, and federal levels.  

I am also a member of the El Sendero and Winter Wildlands Alliance.  I fully support the letter
of opposition written on behalf of these organizations.

I am very concerned about:

1. Fire risk.  With only one road in and out of the development, lives of the residents and
firefighters are unnecessarily put at risk.  

2. The cost to our community will be greater than any gains. We will be spending county,
state, and federal funds to enrich a privately owned development. 

3. Water is in short supply.  See the complete evaluation by Winter Wildlands Alliance.
4. Traffic and traffic accidents will increase dramatically on the narrow mountain road.  
5. There is currently very little accommodation for backcountry skiers. The existing non-

motorized areas will be negatively impacted by this development by increased use and
infringement of the currently established use designations.

6. Wenatchee and the surrounding community will lose business to the owners of Mission
Ridge.  Skiers staying at the development will have virtually no incentive to make the
long drive to Wenatchee since they plan on having extensive dining and entertainment
on-site. 

7. Mission Ridge and the development are separate financial entities with no obligation to
each other.  This development does not improve the viability of Mission Ridge, but rather
is a real estate deal that our county will end up paying for in all the services they will
require.  Mission Ridge claims that this is the 

8. Very little high quality ski terrain is being added with this development, and the quality
of skiing on the established terrain will suffer from the increased density of skiers/acre.

No exceptions or modifications to current land use designations, fire safety guidelines,
watershed impacts, waste treatment for communities of this size, water use, or obligations to
maintain the current road should be made to enrich the developer without benefit to the local
community.

mailto:jbanken@yahoo.com
mailto:RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US


Federal lands are owned by everyone, and the beauty of this natural resource must be
preserved for the benefit of all and not simply the financial benefit of the developer.   

Thank you,
Joel Banken 



From: Adam Vognild
To: RJ Lott
Subject: Opposition to the Mission Ridge Expansion project.
Date: Monday, March 30, 2020 6:02:55 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

My name is Adam Vognild, I grew up in Wenatchee and have lived here most of my life.  I’m
opposing the Mission Ridge expansion project.  
 
In the letter from Eugene N.J. St. Godard from the WNR Group dated December 31, 2019 he
states the following conclusions and recommendations:

“The preliminary hydrogeologic investigation at the site has determined that the availability of
future water needs may be present in deep bedrock fractures in the vicinity of the proposed
Mission Ridge Expansion project as defined by EMS and VLF geophysical surveys. These
fractures appear to be in some degree of hydraulic continuity with surface water in the
Squilchuck Creek drainage. Several water rights are currently used at the Mission Ridge ski
area for indoor use and snow making activities. Although these approved diversions are
located within the lower drainage area, it appears that the deep bedrock aquifers may be the
source for the intermittent creeks, and as such can be inferred to be within the same
hydrologic water budget. 
Proposed water use at the expansion project will primarily occur during winter and spring
months when water is most available. Proposed snow making, a non consumptive use, will
also be a benefit to creek flows in spring and summer months, by allowing additional snow
pack melt to the creeks. 
In summary, it is our opinion, that the potential availability of groundwater for domestic and
snow making uses may be available from deep bedrock factures at the site. These deep
bedrock fractures appear to be in hydraulic continuity with the surface waters near the ski
area where current water right diversions are being utilized.” 

I’d like to point out that the conclusion states “Proposed water use at the expansion project
will primarily occur during winter and spring months when water is most available.”  Currently
this project is slated to be a year around resort with up to 4000 people living there.  This
conclusion is in opposition the current expansion plan and needs to be evaluated to make sure
that there is enough water for fire suppression, drinking water for 4000 people year around as
well as snow making in the fall and winter.  

The estimated five- to seven-fold increase in traffic on the Squilchuck Road will have a
negative impact on people living on Squilchuck road and the south end of Wenatchee.  This
increase in traffic will not effect the developer at the end of the road.  But does it consider
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what it will do to locals who live in the area and have recreated in this corridor for decades?  It
seems irresponsible allow this much of an increase in traffic given that the road can not be
modified without a sizeable cost to Chelan County citizens.  
 
It seems inconceivable for a project of this magnitude, that a septic system(s) for 4000 people
placed in the soil and rock type of this expansion could be successful without impacting the
existing downstream users of this watershed.  Further analysis needs to be completed to
guarantee no negative impact to all the people and orchards that this would affect if it failed.  

Sincerely,

Adam Vognild



From: wedeters@nwi.net
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Bob Bugert; Doug England; Kevin Overbay
Subject: Proposed Mission Ridge Expansion Comments
Date: Monday, March 23, 2020 4:39:27 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

RJ Lott, Planning Manager
Community Development Department
316 Washington St., Suite 301
Wenatchee, WA 98801

Re: Proposed Mission Ridge Expansion

Dear Mr. Lott,

I would like to comment regarding the proposed Mission Ridge Expansion
Project.

The proposal has two major themes.  One is ski area expansion.  The other
is a private, year-round real estate development roughly ten times the size
of the nearby Forest Ridge community.

Below are several specific issues of particular concern:

The proposal violates the Stemilt Partnership Mission.  Chelan County is
the lead organization responsible for establishing the Partnership. The
Partnership was formed in 2007 in response to concern over privatization
and development of 2,500 acres of DNR forested land in the Stemilt Basin.
In 2012 the County purchased 2,500 acres in order to prevent development in
the forest. The Stemilt Partnership continues to meet to discuss management
of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Forest.  The mission of the Partnership
is to protect water resources, conserve critical habitat for fish and
wildlife, and maintain recreational access to public lands. The proposed
development goes against the founding rationale of the Partnership and
violates all three of its central goals by stealing from the water budget
in the upper watershed; placing an urban environment in the forest which
disrupts wildlife; and degrading existing recreational experiences by
overpopulating all of the lands surrounding the development with too many
visitors. How can the County even consider allowing the type of development
that the Stemilt Partnership was formed to prevent?

Water resources:  The Chelan County WRIA 40A Watershed Plan for the basin
states, “Annual water rights are about 50 percent greater than the
estimated quantity of physically available water.  Water diverted for new
storage may potentially impair senior rights and/or require mitigation of
impacts to senior rights”.  The proposal assumes water will be available to
operate and protect from wildfire the proposed 4000 pillow community, yet
senior water rights held by downstream irrigating orchardists and others in
the basin could result in no water availability for those purposes during
wildfire season.  The entire wintertime flow of Squilchuck Creek is
allocated by existing water rights, while both Beehive Irrigation District
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(senior water right) and Mission Ridge (junior water right) compete to fill
their respective reservoirs. Existing water rights in Spring and Summer
exceed the available flow in the creek, with some water users having their
water rights regularly cut when the stream flow is inadequate to cover all
existing water rights. The development proposes to drill wells and pump
water from the deep aquifers which are hydraulically connected to the
surface waters of the Squilchuck drainage. There is no available water to
be removed from the aquifer, because any water that the development removes
directly affects current water right holders who already consume the entire
stream flow.  One of the critical findings of the Stemilt – Squilchuck
Community Vision is that the upper watershed cannot support Urban-level
development, yet that is what has been proposed. The Hydrology Memorandums
in the proposal, prepared by WNR Group, ignore these facts.  They state
“The preliminary hydrologic investigation at the site has determined that
the availability of future water needs may (emphasis added) be present in
deep bedrock fractures,” and “These deep bedrock fractures appear to be in
hydraulic continuity with the surface waters near the ski area where
current water right diversions are being utilized”.  WNR Group assumes peak
water usage will be during the ski season, yet the real estate development
portions of the proposal are clearly year-round.  WNR Group points to
snowpack, but does not address forecasted climate change for east-side
Cascades, and changes from snow to rain.  It does not appear the basin can
support existing water needs, let alone a small city.  At the very least,
the County needs to hire a Hydrologist to properly evaluate these
uncertainties.
An alternative to taking water from the aquifer might be to construct a
municipal system that pumps water from town. Water is currently supplied by
the Chelan County PUD to Forest Ridge. However, the PUD has indicated in
their October 18, 2018 Agency Comment letter on MPR 2018-128 that:  “In
summary, water service is considered not available at this time until
determined permissible and feasible. Significant water system
infrastructure will be required and the design, permitting, planning and
construction of such infrastructure is a multiyear effort.”  Until the
water issue is resolved, the plan should not be approved.
Sewer Issues:  Related to water resources, the proposal indicates that
wastewater will be disposed of through dispersed on-site systems which
deposit wastewater into the ground through drainfields.  It seems likely
that a municipality of this size (e.g., Cashmere has roughly the same
population as the proposed development) would instead construct a
wastewater treatment plant.  How will these drainfields affect downstream
users?  Orchardists in the Squilchuck drainage irrigate with surface water
from Squilchuck Creek. The water is tested on a regular basis during
growing season for compliance with legislated food safety standards. If the
surface water fails the quality tests, fruit cannot be picked. Who will
bear financial responsibility if a 4000 bed community pollutes the
Squilchuck drainage and jeopardizes the livelihood of current water rights
holders?
Wildfire Risk and Habitat loss:  In the Mission Ridge proposed Fire
Protection Plan, AEGIS Engineering, PLLC (hired by the developers) states
“The isolated location of the Mission Ridge site present inherent
challenges with regard to access for emergency responders in the event of
an emergency.  The topography around the subject development area ranges
from about 25% - 100% slopes, contributing to the extreme conditions
present at the site.  A compounding factor is the extreme seasonal climatic
conditions, which contribute to snow accumulation during the winter months
and potential wildfires in the summer.  Primary fire hazards contemplated
involve structures and vehicles within the development, as well as wildland



fires approaching from outside the site.”
Yet the same plan argues for exceptions from code-required fire flows, and
cites County code 15.40.040   allowing downward modification of fire flow
where full fire-flow requirements are impractical. The county code also
contains a provision allowing the fire flow to be modified upward where
conditions indicate an unusual susceptibility to group fires of
conflagrations, as we have here.  AEGIS Engineering completed the
International Wildland – Urban Interface Code Fire Hazard Worksheet and the
project scored as “high hazard”.  The Subdivision Design scored at the
highest levels for having a one – way road in/out, for having a dead – end
road greater than 200 feet, and for portions of road grade exceeding 5%.
The Vegetation Score was maximum for heavy fuel types, and for Defensible
Space at less than 30%.  If the development is allowed, homeowner insurance
providers may choose not to offer coverage due to facts in this Fire
Protection Plan.
RCW 36.70A.110 states that counties  “....shall designate an urban growth
area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of
which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature. “  The Mission
Ridge area was not designated an Urban Growth Area by Chelan County.  The
Washington Legislature enacted this law because they “found that
uncoordinated and unplanned growth posed a threat to the environment,
sustainable economic development and quality of life in Washington.”
Clearly the development is in violation of this law and its intent.
The Traffic Study appended to the application indicates 9,468 average
daily trips and 833 evening peak-hour trips will be generated by the
resort. Table 7 of the report estimates 1,050 passenger cars per hour in
the southbound direction and 930 passenger cars in the northbound
direction, reducing the level-of-service (a quantitative measure describing
traffic operational conditions and their perceptions by drivers) from LOS A
(free flow) and B (stable flow), as the existing condition, to LOS D (high
density and driver experiences a generally poor level of comfort and
convenience) as the future condition. Compare this to the existing volumes
listed in the table of 145 southbound cars and 177 northbound cars. This is
a five- to seven-fold increase in traffic on the Squilchuck Road. The study
argues that LOS D meets Chelan County Standard, but does it fairly consider
the lifestyles of other residents bordering the Squilchuck Road?  Does it
meet our expectations as citizens of the Wenatchee Valley?  This increase
in traffic serves to enrich the developer, but it does so by degrading the
lifestyles of current residents and undermining the recreational
experiences of the entire community.  Further, the adverse impact to
wildlife in and around the proposed development and adjacent lands is
significant.
Humans cause the majority of wildfires, and a development of this sort,
which has people living and playing in wildfire-prone forests year – round,
will increase the likelihood that wildfires will be ignited. Such fires
will threaten not just this development but the much larger community down
valley, and the wildlife throughout. This project must not be exempted from
upholding the very strictest codes for fire protection, fire safety, and
evacuation.

Thank You for the opportunity to comment.
William E. (Bill) Deters
2777 Number 1 Canyon Road
Wenatchee, WA  98801
509-423-4-5971
wedeters@nwi.net





From: dave
To: RJ Lott; Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England
Subject: Proposed Mission Ridge expansion
Date: Monday, March 30, 2020 3:38:54 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

To Planning Manager and Commissioners of Chelan County,

I would like to comment on the proposed development by Mission Ridge. I believe the the
permit should be denied. There are too many negative issues in my opinion and the request
lacks important information regarding water, sewer and access. My objections are as follows:

Water: Information provided is incomplete. There is no estimate of
quantities needed. This should include all use including domestic and snow
making. The large amounts of water required would take away from
current users. The Squilchuck basin, Stemilt basin and springs on the Kittitas
county are all connected in underground aquifers, and all will be impacted
by the water usage of thousands of people. the hydrology report based
conclusions on seasonal use, but the homes and businesses are intended
for year round use. Springs like the two that feed the streams running
across the proposed access road will likely be depleted,  reducing flows to
already stressed Squilchuck Creek.

Sewer: Current plans essentially relies on septic systems. That can't possibly
be adequate for a development that could be close in size to Cashmere.
Any permit should include proper sewage treatment compared to a
municipality of that size. The project is right or the line between Squilchuck
and Stemilt drainages. Possible contaminants could threaten water for
homes and orchards through a large area. 
Access road: The proposed access road crosses very steep terrain. the
ground consists of broken rock and boulder in loose dirt. Similar road cuts
on the road up to Mission Ridge are tapered up to 100 feet above the road
and contain boulders that frequently land on the road. The steep hillside is
not stable enough to be the lone access for so many people. Landslides and
slumps are common in the Squilchuck and Stemilt basins. Just above the
Mission Ridge lodge, two large slides have come off the run called Castle in
the last few years.
Traffic on Squilchuck Road: Traffic volume on Squilchuck Road will be
increased about six times. This is a huge increase. The current road above
Squilchuck State Park is hardly suitable for a population center of the size
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proposed. There are times in the winter when I have been unable to drive
up the road or have had to install chains. Cars sliding off the road in the
winter are common. During the busy days of ski season, people park all
along the road and ride buses up. This creates congestion and stoppages
that will impact uphill and downhill traffic flow. Boulders can come down
from the last mile or so of the road year round, especially when the soil is
wet. Even with a fairly recent upgrade on the road there are problems with
potholes and up-heaving asphalt. Additional traffic can only worsen the
problems.
Fire and fire access: Being surrounded by forest, the whole development is
at risk. From the top of Mission Ridge, the basin looking west burned
recently. A catastrophe many times worse than Broadview can easily be
envisioned. Having one access, that could be subject to fires for the 12
miles all the way to town, is irresponsible.
Urban growth: It appears to me the proposed development would be urban
growth, well outside current boundaries. I would expect a long legal
process if permits are issued.
The proposed development agreement contains language that prevents the
county requiring measures that might be specific to the development. The
is in a unique location that is likely to require unique mitigation
requirements. It seems unreasonable to me that they want to be exempt
from fire access requirements and mitigation requirements.
Other impacts: There are numerous other impacts to consider. The
development blocks non-motorized areas that are popular with local skiers.
The development will be highly visible from town. There will be a huge glow
at night in the southern sky.

I am a long time Mission Ridge season pass holder and would like to see them
succeed. However, the long list of adverse issues, and inadequately addressed
issues leads me to ask that the permit for the proposed development be denied.
Thank you, 
Dave Allyn
1451 Eastmont Ave
East Wenatchee, WA 98802



From: Anna Gullickson
To: comments-pacificnorthwest-wenatchee-wrrd@fs.fed.us
Cc: RJ Lott; Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England
Subject: Public Comment Mission Ridge Proposed Development
Date: Monday, March 30, 2020 3:24:00 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

RCW 36.70A.110 states that counties  “....shall designate an urban growth area or
areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which growth
can occur only if it is not urban in nature. “  The Mission Ridge area was not
designated an Urban Growth Area by Chelan County.  The Washington Legislature
enacted this law because they “found that uncoordinated and unplanned growth
posed a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development and quality
of life in Washington.”
 The Mission Ridge Development would add 4000 pillows making it a community the
size of Cashmere.  Clearly the development is in violation of this law and its intent.

Good Afternoon and thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed development.
I am in opposition to the proposal for the following reasons:
- As stated above this development is in violation of RCW 36.70A.110. 
- I feel this proposal has been falsely marketed as "expanding the ski resort and a benefit to the
local community", when in reality, it's literally just a development project with no benefit to
the local community, instead multiple negative impacts. 
- The area can not support the drilling of 600 individual wells and sewage systems. 
- There is no proper egress in case of a fire or other emergency for a town the size of
Cashmere up a steep, windy, snowy, two lane road. 
- There will be an increase in accidents with the increase of travel on an inappropriate road for
number and passing of people. 
- There is a greater wildfire risk due to the increase of human inhabitance
And these are just to name a few. 
I would hope that the resort owner would truly be interested in continuing to have the best
interest of his local community in mind and at the forefront of his decisions. It continues to be
said that there is wide support for this "expansion"/development, but I have yet to find anyone
in the local community who believes it is in the locals' best interest or that it is simply a good
thing to do. It seems it has been dishonestly promoted and I am strongly against it for the
environment, the wildlife, the local community, the skiers, and as a recurring season pass
holder. 

Thank you for your sincere consideration, 

Anna Gullickson
Cashmere, WA 
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From: Bob Bugert
To: wedeters@nwi.net
Cc: RJ Lott
Subject: RE: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Proposal
Date: Monday, March 23, 2020 4:02:26 PM

Hello Bill--
Thank you for your email regarding the proposed expansion of Mission Ridge.  I am passing your comments on to
RJ Lott, the Planning Manager who is heading up the Mission Ridge application review.  Your comments will be
included in the record, and you will be included as a party of record, so you will be provided periodic updates on
this application.

Second, as Commissioner, I have not taken a position on this application, and I am waiting for the full analysis of
the project application. I will then take a formal position.

Again, thank you for providing these thoughtful comments, Bill.  I hope you are well.

Bob Bugert
Chelan County Commissioner, District 2
Office:    509-667-6215
Mobile:  509-630-4480

-----Original Message-----
From: wedeters@nwi.net <wedeters@nwi.net>
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 3:26 PM
To: Bob Bugert <Bob.Bugert@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Proposal

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Hello Bob,

I am writing to you partly because I saw your name listed as a supporter of the Mission Ridge Expansion Project on
their website.  That both surprised and disappointed me.

I am the current NCW Audubon rep to the Stemilt Partnership.  I am also your nearby neighbor in Number 1
Canyon; we interacted briefly a time or two when you led CDLT.  I was a strong supporter of your running for
County Commissioner.  Until recently, I was unaware of the extent of the "village"
portion of the Mission Ridge Expansion proposal, so either I missed it in previous Stemilt Partnership meetings, or
we haven't discussed it in that forum yet.

Specificly, I did not know the large size of the Real Estate development portion of this proposal - 621 new
Duplex/Condo/Townhouse units, 275 Single Family Homes, 57 Lodge rooms, and 80 beds for employee housing, as
well as over 110,000 square feet of commercial space.  This is about 10X the nearby Forest Ridge community, and
as many pillows as the incorporated portion of Cashmere.  The proposed single road access to this "village" seems
inadequate for ingress/egress in the event of wildfire.  Traffic on Squilchuck Creek Road would also be much
greater than today.  Further, water requirements would be significantly greater than today, and probably cannot be
met without the PUD.  At least some of this very significantly increased use would be year-round.  There are many,
many things wrong with this proposal in my opinion.

As a skier and all-season backcountry enthusiast, I personally like some of the ski area development proposal,
especially cross country skiing trails at altitude.  I am concerned that proposed Chair #5 would drop lift skiers at the
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top of Stemilt Basin, effectively making part of the Non-Motorized area in the recently approved Winter Recreation
Plan for the Basin moot.  However, my greatest concerns are with the huge Real Estate Development plans, and
what they mean to the wildlife corridor, as well as greatly increased human impact to the area, water availability,
and wildfire risk.

I see two seperate but related proposals here - Ski area recreation and large private Real Estate development. I have
already reached out to Mike Kaputa regarding what I see as a lack of transparency on this proposal in the Stemilt
Partnership.  I urge you to look more closely at this proposal, and reconsider your public support.

Respectfully,

Bill Deters
2777 Number 1 Canyon Road
Wenatchee, WA  98801
509-423-5971
wedeters@nwi.net



From: Bill Deters
To: rapakivi@methow.com; RJ Lott
Cc: Bob Bugert; Mark Johnston; Merry Roy
Subject: RE: Mission Ridge expansion
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 6:59:35 AM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Art,
Very nicely done on both letters, Thank You!  Your edits made them smoother and more
polished.
I am glad you were able to add our concern for White Bark Pine and Clark's Nutcracker, as
these species were absent from the developers' application.  According to Connie Mehmel,
who is current chair of Wenatchee Valley NPS and an expert on forest health, the stands of
White Bark Pine in and near the proposed development and ski area are Rust resistant, so their
seeds are very important for potential restoration of this threatened species.  Well Done!

Bill Deters

Sent from Samsung tablet.

-------- Original message --------
From: rapakivi@methow.com
Date: 3/26/20 10:51 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: RJ.Lott@co.chelan.wa.us
Cc: bob.bugert@co.chelan.wa.us, Mark Johnston <s697striata@frontier.com>, Merry Roy
<merry8roy@gmail.com>, Bill Deters <wedeters@nwi.net>
Subject: Mission Ridge expansion

Attached is our letter commenting on the proposed Mission Ridge expansion.  Thank you for
consideration of our input.

Arthur Campbell
North Central Washington Audubon Society
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From: James Lieberman
To: RJ Lott
Subject: STOP Mission Ridge Proposed Development
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 2:06:27 PM
Attachments: page2image2647161088.png
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External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

Hi,

Below is obviously copied and pasted.  However, it seems rather evident based on prior codes that the current plan is in violation on multiple
counts.  We need to be exceptionality careful with our wild lands.  Now is certainly NOT the time for short cutting the process to allow developers
easier access.  Please do your job and make sure thought-out prior ordinances, like safe fire, water, natural resource allocations are preserved in a
safe manner.  

Thank you,

James Lieberman

1. Fire - Proposed Code Modifications are Irresponsible.
1a - Fire Flow (the quantity of water available for fire protection)

The MR Proposed Development Fire Protection Plan  argues for exceptions from code-required fire flows and cites County code allowing
downward modification of fire flow where full fire-flow requirements are impractical. The same county code, 15.40.040, also contains a
provision allowing the fire flow to be modified upward where conditions indicate an unusual susceptibility to group fires of conflagrations.

Link to County Code 15.40.040

The County should deny the request for exceptions contained in the fire protection plan. In fact, the fire marshal should increase fire-flow
requirements for this high-risk development placed in a fuel-rich dry
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forest. The required fire flow is not impractical if the water supply comes from the PUD. However, the PUD has indicated in their October 18,
2018 Agency Comment letter on MPR 2018-128 that:

“In summary, water service is considered not available at this time until determined permissible and feasible. Significant water system
infrastructure will be required and the design, permitting, planning and construction of such infrastructure is a multiyear effort.”

This suggests that municipal water will not be immediately available. Until the water issue is resolved, the plan should not be approved.

1b - Ingress/Egress

The Mission Ridge Proposed Development includes only one way in and one way out. The proposed road will be built upslope of a steep
sidehill. This geography results in an increased fire hazard from a fire that starts lower in the basin. Codes require an alternate exit to allow
residents of the development an escape route in the event that a fire consumes the ingress route. An emerging catastrophic fire in the lower
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reaches of Squilchuck creek will quickly overwhelm fire crews and prevent a response further up the drainage because of the one-way in and
out road, and the lack of adequate safety zones. However, the submitted fire protection plan argues that section 104.8 of the International Fire
Code allows the fire code official to grant modifications for individual cases when the strict letter of the code is impractical. The text of that
code provision follows:

Modification to the code is allowed only when the modification does not lessen life and fire safety requirements. Having a 4,000-pillow
community trapped by an engulfed access road during an emerging catastrophic fire is a grave threat to fire safety and to life. The road, as
currently planned, upslope of a 30% (+) sidehill is unsuitable as a stand alone egress route.

The proposal should be reviewed with a life-safety bias for the public, not a financial bias benefiting a private developer and other businesses
seeing opportunities within the project. To approve the single access layout of this project is irresponsible on the County’s part. In light of the
wildfire losses seen in recent years throughout the West (BC, Alberta, Washington, California, Colorado) it is well understood that a hot
August fire could realistically engulf Mission Ridge’s entire development despite fire-wise preparations. This risk cannot be mitigated with fuel
breaks and defensible space. Consequently, granting an exemption on the requirement of two access roads could easily be defined as
negligence on the County’s part. Given the leanings of the Washington State Supreme Court to suspend governmental immunity to counties
that have bent codes and regulations and that have experienced catastrophic losses as a result, the County puts itself in an untenable future
position, legally and financially, by granting such an exemption.
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2. Fire - Fire Grief

County decision makers need only interview a few residents of the Broadview neighborhood who lost their homes in 2015 to understand
the severe emotional strain and the disruption of life caused by the loss of a home. Subjecting nearly 900 people who will own
homes/apartments/townhouses/condos in this new development to the potential loss of life and to the potential emotional strain from a
major loss of property is an unjustified offset to the financial gain of a single developer and the cadre of business interests pushing this
project.

3. Fire - Increased Population Increases Risk

The following two articles indicate that when people are closer to the forest, there is increased fire risk.

https://www.pnas.org/content/111/2/746.full https://www.pnas.org/content/115/13/3314

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection studying Californian wildfires from 2013 to 2017 determined the following
causes: debris burning (13.8%), electrical power (9.4 %), vehicles (8.8%), equipment use (8.2%), arson (7%), lightning (6.4%), campfire
(3.8%), playing with fire (1.4%), smoking (1.4%), miscellaneous (14.8%), undetermined (24.6%). Humans cause the majority of wildfires
and a development of this sort, which has people living and playing in wildfire-prone forests will increase the likelihood that wildfires will
be ignited in our local forests. Such fires will threaten not just this development but the much larger community down valley. This project
must not be exempted from upholding the very strictest codes for fire protection, fire safety, and evacuation.

4. Water - No available extra water for domestic or snowmaking exists in the aquifer

The entire wintertime flow of Squilchuck Creek is allocated by existing water rights while both Beehive Irrigation District (senior water
right) and Mission Ridge (junior water right) compete to fill their respective reservoirs. Existing water rights in the Spring and Summer
exceed the available flow in the creek with Miller water users having their water rights regularly cut when the stream flow is inadequate
to cover all existing water rights. The development proposes to drill wells and pump water from the deep aquifers which are hydraulically
connected to the surface waters of the Squilchuck drainage. There is no available water to be removed from the aquifer. Any water that
the development removes directly affects current water right holders who already consume the entire stream flow. One of the critical
findings of the Stemilt Partnership’s report is that the upper watershed cannot support Urban-level development, yet that is what has
been proposed.

Link to the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Brochure

Page 13, Section 2.2.2 Results, of The WRIA 40A Watershed Plan dated May 2007 found the following: “...most of the physically
available water (runoff of precipitation, shallow groundwater, imported

water) entering the WRIA 40A is withdrawn for beneficial uses.”

“Annual water rights are about 50% greater than the estimated quantity of physically available water. Water diverted
for new storage may potentially impair senior rights and/or require mitigation of impacts to senior rights.”

   

Link to Chelan County Watershed plan for WRIA 40A

https://www.pnas.org/content/111/2/746.full
https://www.pnas.org/content/115/13/3314


4

An alternative to taking water from the aquifer might be to construct a municipal system that pumps water from town. Water is currently
supplied by the Chelan County PUD to Forest Ridge. However, the PUD has indicated in their October 18, 2018 Agency Comment letter on
MPR 2018-128 that:

“In summary, water service is considered not available at this time until determined permissible and feasible. Significant water system
infrastructure will be required and the design, permitting, planning and construction of such infrastructure is a multiyear effort.”

This suggests that municipal water will not be immediately available. Until the water issue is resolved, the plan should not be approved.

5. Sewer - Onsite septic systems

The proposal indicates that wastewater will be disposed of through dispersed on-site systems which deposit wastewater into the ground
through drainfields. A drainfield is a biological system that depends on bacteria to process waste. How will this system perform under
intermittent seasonal use? Can drain fields for 4000 pillows adequately prevent adverse effects to nature? It seems like any municipality
of this size (e.g., Cashmere has roughly the same population as the proposed development) would construct a wastewater treatment
plant, and not use dispersed septic systems with drainfields.

Orchardists in the Squilchuck drainage irrigate with surface water from Squilchuck Creek. The water is tested on a regular basis during
growing season for compliance with legislated food safety standards. If the surface water fails the quality tests, fruit cannot be picked.
Who will bear financial responsibility if a 4000 bed community pollutes the Squilchuck drainage and jeopardizes the livelihood of current
water rights holders.

6. Traffic - 9468 Average Daily Trips

The Traffic Study appended to the application indicates 9,468 average daily trips and 833 evening peak-hour trips will be generated by
the resort. Table 7 of the report estimates 1,050 passenger cars per hour in the southbound direction and 930 passenger cars in the
northbound direction reducing the level-of-service (a quantitative measure describing traffic operational conditions and their perceptions
by drivers) from LOS A (free flow) and B (stable flow), as the existing condition, to LOS D (high density and driver experiences a
generally poor level of comfort and convenience) as the future condition. Compare this to the existing volumes listed in the table of 145
southbound cars and 177 northbound cars. This is a five- to seven-fold increase in traffic on the Squilchuck Road. The study argues that
LOS D meets Chelan County Standard, but does it fairly consider the lifestyles of other residents bordering the Squilchuck Road and
does it meet our expectations as citizens of the Wenatchee Valley? This increase in traffic serves to enrich the developer but it does so
by degrading the lifestyles of current residents and undermining the recreational experiences of the entire community.

7. Stemilt Partnership Mission - Proposal Violates the Mission of the Partnership

The County is not only a member of the Stemilt Partnership, but is the lead organization responsible for establishing the Partnership.
The Partnership was formed in 2007 in response to concern over privatization and development of 2,500 acres of DNR forested land in
the Stemilt Basin. In 2012 the County purchased 2,500 acres in order to prevent development in the forest. The Stemilt Partnership
continues to meet to discuss management of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Forest. This information comes straight from the
County website. LINK to County Website The mission of the
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Partnership is to protect water resources, conserve critical habitat for fish and wildlife, and maintain recreational access to public lands. The
proposed development goes against the founding rationale of the Partnership and violates all three of its central goals by stealing from the
water budget in the upper watershed; placing an urban environment in the forest which disrupts wildlife; and degrading existing recreational
experiences by overpopulating all of the lands surrounding the development with too many visitors. How can the County even consider
allowing the type of development that the Stemilt Partnership was formed to prevent?

The Trust for Public Land website has a good description of the reason for formation and the goals of the Stemilt Partnership.
LINK to TPL Stemilt Partnership page

8. Development Agreement - Ties the hands of the County

Page 25 of the Development Agreement contains clauses the limit the County from applying County codes and road standards “only to the
extent that the code has been adopted by the County for application on a county wide basis”. This clause eliminates the ability of technical
staff and decision makers to use judgement in application of code and safety standards. The agreement may be written to the benefit of the
developer and should be modified to the benefit of the County. The text of these provisions follows:
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9. Violates Washington law on Urban Growth Areas

RCW 36.70A.110 states that counties “ ....shall designate an urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and
outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature.  “ The Mission Ridge area was not designated an Urban Growth Area by
Chelan County. The Washington Legislature enacted this law because they “ found that uncoordinated and unplanned growth posed a threat to
the environment, sustainable economic development and quality of life in Washington .” Link to Environmental & Land Use Hearings Office  The
Mission Ridge Development would add 4000 pillows making it a community the size of Cashmere. Clearly the development is in violation of
this law and its intent.

Mission Ridge Expansion Project: Forest Service Draft Environment

Analysis

Please use the links below to review the Draft Environmental Analysis released by the Forest Service as well as the scoping document from
2018 when the project was initiated.

●  Mission Ridge Expansion Project: Draft Environmental Analysis Feb. 2020

●  Temporary Road Map Set

●  Categorical Exclusion for Temporary Road Letter

●  Temporary Road Determination of Nonsignificance and Use of Categorical Exclusion adopted

by WDFW

●  Mission Ridge Proposed Expansion Scoping Supplemental Information Aug. 2018

●  Mission Ridge Proposed Expansion Scoping Letter

Public Comment are Requested by March 27, 2020

Comments can be mailed to:

Jeffery Rivera, District Ranger Wenatchee River Ranger District 600 Sherbourne
Leavenworth, WA, 98826

Or provided by email to comments-pacificnorthwest-wenatchee-wrrd@fs.fed.us , or electronically filed using the Forest Service online
comment submission .

All comments must include your name and address to establish ‘standing’ to provide future comments about or object to the Final
Environmental Assessment.

Objections to draft decisions “must be based on previously submitted specific written comments 1

  

regarding the proposed project or activity and attributed to the objector .” T his means you must have raised the issue during public comment
(which is occuring now) to have the ‘standing’ to object to the Final Environmental Assessment and D  r aft Decision/Finding of No Significant
Impacts (FONSI). So Make a comment NOW to establish a right to object later.

mailto:comments-pacificnorthwest-wenatchee-wrrd@fs.fed.us


1 36 CFR 218.8(d)(5 and 6)
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Forest Service Policy and Substantive Comments

Make your comment count!

Comments on Environmental Assessments are not a voting process. It is not about the quantity of the comments, instead it is about raising
specific concerns that relate to specific issues statements. Issue statements should establish the aspects of the project that concern you, how
you believe the project violates law, regulation, or policy , and supporting reasons that the decision maker (responsible official in NEPA lingo)
should consider.

The use of clear issue statements tied directly to the law, regulation, or policy that is violated is the ONLY type of comment that will directly
shape and inform the Final Environmental Assessment and Draft Decision.

To be most helpful, comments should be as specific as possible.

●  A substantive comment provides new information about the Proposed Action, an alternative or the analysis;

●  Identifies a different way to meet the need;

●  Points out a specific flaw in the analysis;

●  Suggests alternate methodologies and the reason(s) why they should be used;

●  Makes factual corrections, or identifies a different source of credible research which, if

used in the analysis, could result in different effects.”

Some Issues specific to the Forest Service EA are listed below. If any of these issues is a concern to you, please feel free to use the
information in your comments.

1. Proposed Road across USFS land to access the private development - No trigger to allow Right of Way (ROW)

2. Current Temporary Road - Remediation Required

3. Fire - Insufficient Safety Zones for Responding Agencies

4. Special Use Permit (SUP) Violations - Disqualify the Holder from expanded SUP Consideration

5. Overuse Does Not Currently Exist - Overuse Will Develop with Plan Implementation

6. Administratively Withdrawn Areas - Plan Implementation Will Nullify the Value of ADMWD areas

1. Proposed Road across USFS land to access the private development - No trigger to allow Right of Way (ROW)

Page 12 of the Draft Environmental Analysis  discusses Forest Service Policy FSM2700 which guides the Forest Service in determining when
to grant rights-of-ways across National Forest Land. The policy indicates that access should be granted when there is currently no access to
the private property and when it is not possible to gain access across non-federal land.

There are existing roads that access the development property on section 19 from adjacent sections 18 and 20, neither of which are federally
owned. Therefore, the trigger condition that would advise the USFS to allow access to private land across National Forest is not met. The
USFS needs to provide a clear and defensible justification for allowing this road. If such justification cannot be provided, the
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USFS should not grant right-of-way (ROW) and instead should require the use of alternative roads that do not cross lands managed by the
USFS.

2. Current Temporary Road - Remediation Required

A temporary road was constructed in 2018 under Categorical Exclusion without public input and with no apparent supervision from the USFS.
Categorical Exclusions are used by the Forest Service when the proposed work is so insignificant that to require a permit would create an
unnecessary impediment to the work. It is arguable whether the categorical exclusions were appropriate, yet the damage is done. In response
to the categorical exclusions, the Department of Fish and Wildlife issued a Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) which listed several
mitigating conditions. Several of these conditions were violated during road construction. Specific condition violations include the following:

2.1 The DNS requires that the ground disturbance not exceed 1-acre.

The actual ground disturbance exceeds 1-acre. Side cast extended up to 200 feet below the road. A conservative calculation of 0.67 miles x
50 foot average disturbance = 4 acres disturbed. This is four times the threshold allowed by the DNS.
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Photo - sidecast below road



Photo - sidecast below road
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2.2 The DNS requires that two temporary bridges be placed at stream crossings.

Bridges were not built.

Photo - Seasonal Stream where bridge was required but not built
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2.3 The DNS requires that trees greater than 8 inches diameter not be removed.

Trees greater than 8 inches were removed.

Photo - tree greater than 8 inch diameter

2.4 The DNS requires that the road will be built within the proposed development road corridor of 32 feet.

The road was not built within the proposed corridor. The photo below shows the proposed corridor in white overlain by a gps track of the



actual road which is shown in red.

 

Photo - road overlay
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Since the road does not satisfy the conditions under which it was allowed, the USFS should require immediate and full restoration of the road.
The USFS needs to provide a clear and defensible explanation as to how a major road construction project was allowed to be built without
oversight and provide assurance to the public that other construction activities proposed by the applicant will be judged in a non-biased
manner and constructed in compliance with the permit requirements.

3. Fire - Insufficient Safety Zones for Responding Agencies

Given the location of the proposed development, any fire response will be multi jurisdictional in nature. Responding agencies will include
local rural fire departments, the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the US Forest Service (USFS). All of these
agencies adhere to the same safety standards. These standards place a priority on firefighter safety.Escape routes and Safety Zones
are of foundational importance. Considerations for escape routes include fuel type and density, topography including slope steepness
and orientation, chimneys, box or narrow canyons, number of routes, and travel time to Safety zZones.

Safety zones will be of a size and nature to protect all firefighters in a worst case scenario. For perspective, the Mission Ridge parking
lot is approximately 7.0 acres and is located in the narrowest portion of a box canyon (one way in one way out) above a 20% slope with
a mature conifer forest below. The USFS sets standards that require a safety zone of a size and nature that the crew of firefighters could
find safety without the use of a fire shelter or other special equipment. One may argue that the Mission Ridge parking lot qualifies as a
Safety Zone. It may satisfy the initial calculation of required size for a safety zone which assumes flat ground, no wind, and radiant heat



only. However, the Mission Ridge parking lot is not located on flat ground, and no wind is a non-conservative assumption. it is important
to emphasize that emergency planning is required to consider worst case situations. For a minimal fire response crew (one engine) to
be safe in the Mission Ridge Parking lot, with an upslope wind of 10 mph and 100 foot flame lengths, USFS standards require a Safety
Zone over twice the size of the existing parking lot. Additionally any fire response will have to drive over 5 miles on a narrow canyon
road with slope angles exceeding 20% most of the way to escape. The Squilchuck drainage has already been designated a high fire risk
area. The Forest Service should take into account the role it will play permitting infrastructure that will someday place firefighters in a
potentially compromised safety situation.

4. Special Use Permit (SUP) Violations - Disqualify the Holder from expanded SUP Consideration

The Special Use Permit issued to the Mission Ridge Resort in 1984, which does not expire until 2038, is for non-exclusive use of the
land by the ski area and specifically requires that the land remain open to the public for all lawful purposes. However, the current ski
area management has treated the land more like private property with a gate to prevent motorized entry, a sign that indicates authorized
entry only, and wide area closures and policies that limit or prevents use of the land by the public. Specific to the backcountry
community, the ski area’s restrictive uphill policy is in direct violation of the SUP terms and conditions article F which states “ ...remain
open for all legal purposes”. Based on current management practices by the ski area, it is reasonable to assume that if the proposed
USFS land in section 30 is included in the SUP area, that the public would be excluded from using this piece of land in similar fashion as
the current SUP area. The proposed area is currently used and enjoyed by the backcountry community, and will be felt as a loss when
Mission Ridge restricts access and use of the area. The USFS should enforce the requirements of the Special Use Permit and return
management of
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the land to recent past practices which allowed public use of the public land and roads. If the SUP area is expanded, the USFS needs to
monitor the permit holder and require that “ the lands and waters covered by this permit shall remain open to the public for all lawful purposes ”
as stated in the Special Use Permit.

Photo - excerpt from Special Use Permit

Photo - gate at Mission Ridge

5. Overuse Does Not Currently Exist - Overuse Will Develop with Plan Implementation

On page 11 of the EA, under “Regulatory Framework: Management Direction and Guidance”, The Wenatchee National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan (FLRMP) states: “ New recreation sites should be constructed where demand is high and overuse problems are
occuring at existing
sites. ” The allure of the existing ski area and the adjacent backcountry areas in the Lake Clara Basin and the Stemilt Basin is exactly that the
area is not overcrowded like other ski areas in Washington state. This plan will create an overcrowded recreation area in direct contrast to the
goal of the guidance of the FLRMP. The recently created non-motorized winter recreation area in the Stemilt Basin will become largely
useless with 4000 pillows located at the base of the skiing area. This increased population will impact trail use to Lake Clara as well, both by
increased year round residential recreation, and by wintertime use of residents who chose not to ski in the ski area. More people skiing
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on the same terrain does not improve the recreational experience for skiers at Mission Ridge. The proposal is contradictory to the guidance of
the FLRMP because it causes overuse.

6. Administratively Withdrawn Areas - Plan Implementation Will Nullify the Value of ADMWD areas

On page 12 of the EA, under Northwest Forest Plan, Administratively Withdrawn Areas (ADMWD) are discussed. ADMWD areas are



designated both south of the proposed development, and west of the proposed development. These areas have been previously identified by
the Forest as valuable for recreation, visual, and backcountry use. The proposed plan will degrade the value of all three of the stated values in
both of the ADMWD areas. Visually, the night sky will be polluted by light, and the development will be visible from all points north and east,
including from Highway 2 near Quincy. The premier and most easily accessible trail in the Wenatchee Mountains is the Lake Clara trail
network. Recreational enjoyment of this trail will be damaged if a permanent population of 4000 pillows develops near the trail-head.
Backcountry skiing is currently available and enjoyable in the two basins adjacent to the ski area. One of those basins will become side-
country to the proposed development and the other will lose value as a destination due to the crowding from the development. The Forest
Service needs to consider past valuations of the land before allowing proposed private development to degrade the value of two previously
designated ADMWD areas. 



From: Sara Rolfs
To: RJ Lott
Cc: Kevin Overbay; Bob Bugert; Doug England
Subject: Tamarack LLC Development (Mission Ridge Expansion) Project Comments
Date: Monday, March 30, 2020 2:38:42 PM

External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County.

RJ and Commissioners,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed development. I have
several thoughts about the development.

As a resident of the upper Squilchuck Valley, I am concerned about the impact the proposed
development will have on:

1. Traffic and road infrastructure. I am concerned about the volume of the anticipated
traffic increase. Current infrastructure suffers damage each year as it is. If we increase trips I
suspect this will worsen, not to mention the impact of the construction rigs hauling building
materials. Additionally, the rural culture of the upper Squilchuck will suffer with increased
year-round high volume traffic.

 2. Wildfire Risk. The proposed development only has 1 way in and 1 way out.  This is a
disaster waiting to happen. We are  well aware that the Squilchuck Valley is primed to have a
catastrophic wildfire rip through. Much work has been done to try to mitigate fuel loads and
create fire breaks. But, we aren't there yet. As a board member of the Forest Ridge Wildfire
Coalition, we have been working on evacuation plans and trying to create fuel breaks around
the current Forest Ridge Development (I do not live in Forest Ridge). Forest Ridge should be a
'lesson learned' about how NOT to allow large developments planned with 1 way in and 1 way
out especially in fire prone areas.  Allowing the proposed development in Section 19 increases
the fire risk for all Squilchuck residents and in the case of evacuation will increase the load on
infrastructure that is not built to accommodate the current residents well.

3.Water. Most years of the 18 we've lived up the Squilchuck, the water irrigation shares need
to be cut before the growing season is over. This is because there is not enough water to
support the owned water shares. Allowing a development the size of Cashmere on an already
strained water situation is of grave concern to me. We use well water and cannot/do not want
to afford to hook up to PUD water. I am concerned that the strain of the a development the
size of the proposal will leave us no choice but to have to hook up to PUD water, which means
that this private development will have an actual dollar cost impact on me.

4. OVOF. I am a big fan of the Our Valley, Our Future initiative, full disclosure - I am also on
the board. I note that the Mission Ridge Expansion is an action item in Action Plan. However,
I contend that the proposal submitted does not align with the stated action item. As it reads in
the Action Plan, it asks for a 'small village of homes......on private property that Mission Ridge
Ski & Board Resort owns."  First, 'Small Village': I do not ever refer to Cashmere as a 'small
village'. I call Cashmere a town or a small city. The proposed plan is for a 'village' the size of
Cashmere. I think of Curlew (pop 118) when I think of a village. I do not think of 4000 people
as a small village. Second, Mission Ridge does not own the development property. Tamarack

mailto:sararolfs@nwi.net
mailto:RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US
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LLC owns the property. I think the assumption unsaid is that if Mission Ridge owns the
property where the development happens, then profits from the development will be
reinvested into Mission Ridge.  This is not the case here. While Mr. Scrinavich owns both
Tamarack and Mission Ridge - there is no guarantee that Mission Ridge will benefit from any
of the profit making of Tamarack.  Calling this project the 'Mission Ridge Expansion' is a bit
of a misnomer. Expanding the skiable acres of Mission Ridge is minimal in this proposal. The
focus is clearly  on the construction of homes and retail sector and not on creating a better ski
area.

I am not against any development. Having overnight accommodations near the Mission Ridge
base area is a fine idea. My main concerns are about the size of the proposal and its impact on
the current culture, infrastructure and ecosystem.

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,

Sara Rolfs
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