office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:01 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey

Subject: FW: CCFD1 DS EIS Tamarack Saddle - Mission Ridge Expansion
Attachments: SEPA DS Comment Letter_Mission Ridge_05.26.2020.pdf

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]

Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:16 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: CCFD1 DS EIS Tamarack Saddle - Mission Ridge Expansion

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 5:12 PM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: CCFD1 DS EIS Tamarack Saddle - Mission Ridge Expansion

From: Brian Brett <bbrett@chelancountyfire.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 4:49 PM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: CCFD1 DS EIS Tamarack Saddle - Mission Ridge Expansion

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

Greetings Mike and RJ,

Attached is the Fire Districts comments.
Sincerely,

Brian Brett

Fire Chief

Chelan County Fire District #1
(509) 662-4734



(509) 860-3275



June 3, 2020

VIA EMAIL AND REGULAR MAIL
Mike.kaputa@co.chelan.wa.us

Chelan County Natural Resources Department
ATTN: Michael Kaputa, Director

411 Washington Street, Suite 201,
Wenatchee, WA 98801

RE: Comments on Mission Ridge Determination of Significance and Request for
Comments on Scope of an Environmental Impact Statement

Project File No.: MPR 2018-128

Project Location: 6865 Forest Ridge Drive, Wenatchee, WA 98801
Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 21-20-19-000-000 and 21-20-30-100-050
Applicant/Owner: Tamarack Saddle, LLC, Attn: Larry Scrivanich

Dear Mr. Kaputa:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Determination of Significance (“DS”)
and scope of review for the Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the Mission Ridge
Master Plan Resort Expansion Project (the “Project”).

Chelan County Fire District No. 1 (the “District”) previously provided comments on the Notice of
Application for the Project, and the District incorporates by reference that comment letter dated
March 30, 2020 as comments on the DS and scope of EIS. A copy of the March 30th comment
letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A. This comment letter is submitted to satisfy any
exhaustion of administrative remedies requirements that may apply and preserve the District’s
administrative appeal rights.

As requested by the District in the March 30th comment letter, the DS includes a scoping topic
related to basic life-support and fire protection services impacts resulting from the Project. The
District appreciates the County and Applicant taking a close look at these probable impacts in
order to ensure adequate basic life-support and fire protection services are provided for this
Project, and that any impacts are mitigated below a level of significance. The District is willing
to meet with the County and/or Applicant to discuss the impacts and mitigation measures to be
analyzed in the EIS.

Please feel free to contact me at your convenience when the County and/or Applicant want to
discuss the EIS scoping for basic life-support and fire protection services for the Project.

Sincerely,

CHELAN COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT NO. 1

Fire Chief Brian Brett



March 30, 2020

VIA EMAIL AND REGULAR MAIL
RJ.Lott@co.chelan.wa.us

Chelan County Department of Community Development
ATTN: RJ Lott, Planning Manager

316 Washington St., Suite 301

Wenatchee, WA 98801

RE: Comments to Notice of Amended Application and Environmental Review

Project File No.: MPR 2018-128

Project Location: 6865 Forest Ridge Drive, Wenatchee, WA 98801
Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 21-20-19-000-000 and 21-20-30-100-050
Applicant/Owner: Tamarack Saddle, LLC, Attn: Larry Scrivanich

Dear Mr. Lott:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Master Planned Resort for
the Mission Ridge Expansion Project (the “Project”). Due to the national COVID-19 health
crisis!, Chelan County Fire District No. 1 (the “District”) has not had adequate time to review the
amended application materials and prepare detailed comments on the impacts of the Project
and the District’s ability to provide fire protection and Basic Life Support (BLS) services to the
Project, its residents, guests and employees. As commenting and review of a Master Planned
Resort facility is not an essential activity under the Governor’s Proclamation, Chelan County
(the “County”) Community Development staff should extend the comment period or provide an
additional comment period. | understand that the comment period has been extended fourteen
(14) additional days and the District anticipates providing further comments to supplement this
letter. Without limiting the opportunity for the District to further comment on this Project, the
District’s comments are discussed in this letter.

The Developer Tamarack Saddle, LLC (“Developer”) plans to develop the Project on real
property commonly known as 6865 Forest Ridge Drive, Wenatchee, WA 98801 (identified as
Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 21-20-19-000-000 and 21-20-30-100-050) (the “Expansion Area”).
The Project envisions the creation of a ski resort and village with over 600 condominium and
townhome units, 275 single family homes, 80 employee housing units, and 110,000 square feet
of commercial and retail space.? The Expansion Area is not currently part of the jurisdiction or
service area of the District. With the proposed new urban density development, there are
corresponding increased demands for urban level emergency medical and fire response

' See Governor Inslee’s Stay Home Stay Healthy Proclamation No. 20-25 issued February 29, 2020
(“Governor’s Proclamation”).

2 The Mission Ridge Expansion Master Planned Resort Overlay and Development Agreement
Application, dated January 17, 2020, pg. 5.



services. The Expansion Area is particularly demanding on District services, capital, and
personnel because it creates new urban level density in a remote location that is accessible only
by a single road and exposed to forest fires.

The District is not anti-growth; however, development that adversely affects the ability of the
District to timely respond to calls for service within the current boundaries must be mitigated.
The Project will increase demands on- and utilization of- the District’s facilities, apparatus and
equipment. More significant than the increased demands on the District’s capital facilities,
apparatus and equipment, are the increased demands on District staffing and volunteers
caused by an unmitigated Project. Such an unmitigated increase in service level demands will
cause a significant adverse impact to the District’s existing residents and businesses.

One of the limiting factors of identifying appropriate mitigation at this time is the lack of adequate
information in the application materials and State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”) Checklist
regarding the impacts of the Project on the District’s fire response and BLS services. The
Developer’s application materials lack any analysis of how it will mitigate the impacts the Project
on existing District levels of service and Delivery Standards (“LOS”). The District's Delivery
Standards Policy, Article 1, Policy 7 denotes the standard applicable for this area as a response
time of 8 minutes or less for 90% of the incidents. With a full first alarm assignment for fire
suppression - 10 minutes for 90% of the incidents (3 engines, 1 ladder truck, 1 chief). As well
as, an Incident Management Team of at least an IC, 1-Division/group Supervisor and 1 safety
officer — within 15 minutes for 90% of the warranted incidents. (i.e. working structure fires,
wildland fires, rescues, hazardous material incidents.) These standards cannot be met by the
District’s existing apparatus, facilities, and staffing.

The Developer’'s SEPA Checklist states, without any analysis, that existing tax revenue will
cover the increased service demands. The materials provided from the Developer, however,
does not address the significant initial investment of extending services to the Expansion Area.
As part of the SEPA and other regulatory processes, including annexation, the Developer must
demonstrate that the Project is adequately served by fire response and BLS services. A more
comprehensive analysis must be prepared for the County to be able to conduct an adequate
review of the Project’s impacts and prior to the County SEPA Responsible Official preparing a
SEPA threshold determination.

I. DISTRICT BACKGROUND

The District was formed in 1943 to provide fire protection services to the unincorporated areas
outside the City of Wenatchee. The District was the first fire district formed in Chelan County. In
1986, the Board of Fire Commissioners for Chelan County Fire District 2 (Malaga/Three Lakes)
had reached a point in their operation where they were faced with growing challenges and fiscal
demands to keep apparatus equipment current and well maintained. After evaluating several
options, the Board of Fire Commissioners voted to merge with the District.

In 2015, the citizens in the District and the City of Wenatchee voted to combine their fire
services. The District now protects over 70 square miles operating out of 4 fire stations staffed
with full time paid career firefighter personnel 24 hours a day and 2 additional fire stations
staffed by its volunteers. Volunteerism has seen a substantial decline nationally and the District
has experienced this decline over the past 10 years. The District currently has a FEMA Grant
funding a Volunteer Recruitment/Retention Coordinator. We are optimistic this position will
obtain/retain a core of volunteers. A goal of the District, to serve areas outside the urban
demand zone, is to have 5 volunteer stations serving the Wenatchee Heights, Mission Ridge,



Stemilt Basin, Malaga and the Colockum. The District currently has 2 volunteers for this entire
area.

The District is an all-risk fire department. It currently responds to approximately 3,000
calls/emergencies each year and provides service to over 44,000 residents. The District
responds to all types of emergencies including structure fires, wildland fires, vehicle fires,
hazardous material spills, and emergency medical calls.

. COMMENTS

A. ANNEXATION REQUIRED OR EMS AND FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE
AGREEMENT IN LIEU OF ANNEXATION

The Project is located outside of and six (6) miles from the District’s Boundaries. At the
moment, there is no agreement in place between the District and Developer to serve the
Project.® Prior to approval, the District must annex the Expansion Area or the Developer must
enter into an agreement with the District to assure adequate fire protection and BLS services
are in place to serve the Project.*

As the Expansion Area is currently a “no-man’s land”, not served by any fire district,
annexation or a service agreement with the District is a necessary condition of Project
approval.® At this time, the Developer has not yet submitted a petition for annexation or
engaged in any substantial negotiations with the District for a service agreement.

B. CONCURRENCY REQUIREMENTS

The Growth Management Act (GMA) in RCW 36.70A requires that public facilities are in place
or planned for at the time of development approval.® The Chelan County Code (“CCC”)
11.88.020(1) requires that no development permit may be approved without a written finding
that “providers of .... Fire...protection serving the development have issued a letter that
adequate capacity exists or arrangements have been made to provide adequate services for the
development, concurrently with the demand for such services and facilities.”” The District has
not issued any concurrency finding for fire protection and BLS services for the Project.

C. MASTER PLANNED RESORT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The Development Standards required for Master Planned Resorts (“MPR”) require the
Developer to bear the costs related to governmental service extensions and capacity increases
generated by development.? These governmental service extensions include fire protection and
BLS services. The Developer must also include in its MPR application an inventory of the

3 The District serves the Mission Ridge Ski Area pursuant to a contractual agreement.

4 Chapter 52.04 RCW.

5 Chelan County Code (“CCC”) 11.89.050(10).

6 See RCW 36.70A.020(12).

7 See Whatcom County Fire District No. 21 v. Whatcom County, 171 Wn.2d 421 (2011), where the
Washington Supreme Court rescinded the approvals of the development based on the lack of the
required finding of concurrency under the Whatcom County that contained the identical language as in
CCC 11.88.020(1).

8 CCC 11.89.050(10)



location and capacity of all existing capital facilities, including among other things, fire protection
and other emergency services.® The Developer has not done this.

Beyond the Developer’s statement that it will coordinate with the District and will seek an
annexation, the application materials submitted do not include an inventory of capital facilities or
the requisite details about how the Developer intends to ensure that adequate fire protection
and BLS services are extended to the Project.’® The Developer has not yet engaged the District
in the detailed discussions that would produce this analysis. The District expected that the
Developer would involve the District in a more substantive manner at this stage of the planning
process as required by the County Code and development standards.

C. MITIGATION AGREEMENT / SEPA CONDITIONS

It is critical, and fundamentally a necessary part of the SEPA review process, that the County
specifically address significant impacts of the Project as it affects the District and its resources.
The SEPA Checklist requires the Developer to address public services, which include fire
protection, fire suppression and emergency medical response.’

The Developer has provided plans regarding mitigation measures it will take in the design and
construction of the Project in order to comply with the International Fire Code (“IFC”), other
applicable fire protection standards, and some, but not all provisions of the County Code. The
SEPA Checklist and application materials do not adequately address how the Project will
mitigate the increased demands that the Project will have on existing District fire protection and
BLS services. The SEPA Checklist and application materials also do not address the new
facilities and apparatus that the District will need to acquire to serve the Expansion Area. As
such, the SEPA Checklist and application materials, as currently presented, are inadequate and
do not meet the standards required by County Code or State law.

The County’s SEPA Responsible Official must ensure through its environmental review
processes that provisions for safety, fire and medical emergency responses are thoroughly
reviewed and addressed. The SEPA process requires the Developer to fully analyze the
impacts of its Project or to evaluate those impacts’ significance, along with any mitigation
measures necessary to ensure that the Project minimizes such impacts for the occupants of
such facilities, the existing community, the District, and emergency responders. Such analysis
must include, at a minimum, the following:

¢ Analysis of the District’s ability to provide fire and emergency response to the Project —
including the new lodge space, condominiums, townhomes, duplexes, single-family
detached homes, commercial shops, restaurants, and entertainment facilities therein — in
the event of a catastrophic event, be it fire, earthquake or other disaster;

e The capital and operational requirements for service to the Project;

o Areview of the District’s ability to meet the level of service requirements, including fire
response and BLS response, not only to the Project but to all residents and taxpayers of
the District after development for the Project is complete; and

9 CCC 11.89.080(1)(H)
0 See SEPA Checklist at Pgs. 6, 21, 27-28.
11 WAC 197-11-960 (15).



o The appropriate mitigation measures.

The District is encouraged by the Developer’s statement in the SEPA Checklist that it will
coordinate with the District to ensure necessary facilities and services are in place for the
Project as required by the County Comprehensive Plan Policy LU 13.6 and Chapter 11.89 CCC,
and that it intends to petition the District for annexation. But other than an expression to
coordinate, the SEPA Checklist does not provide many details about extending the District’s
services to the Expansion Area.

The SEPA Checklist fails to discuss the need to increase facilities except that a possible
location for a future fire station was identified on a site plan. However, Page 9a of the Resort
Base and Real Estate Schematic shows the District sharing the location of the fire station with a
Ski Maintenance Facility, which the District cannot accept as it does not incorporate the
minimum facilities required by the District. The location of the proposed fire station is just one
example of why the Developer must engage in more substantive discussions with the District to
address these shortcomings in the SEPA Checklist and current application materials with
respect to EMS and fire protection services.

The Developer’s Fire Protection Plan implies that the District has multiple apparatus in seven (7)
stations to support fire protection at the Project.'> But the District cannot feasibly serve the
Expansion area from any if its existing stations (note the Plan is in error as the District only has
six stations). The nearest station is the Fire Station 14 located approximately 6.7 miles from the
Project. But this station is not equipped to serve the Project.”® The nearest station with the
capacity to respond to Mission Ridge is Fire Station 13 located approximately 11.1 miles from
the Expansion Area. Response from this station to Mission Ridge would take at a minimum 20
minutes — far outside the District’s Delivery Standards for acceptable response times.
Moreover, responding to calls at the Expansion Area would increase wear-and-tear on its
current apparatus and equipment far in excess of the usage for which the District has planned.
A response to a call for service at the remote location of the Project would significantly reduce
the District’s capacity to respond to calls in other areas of the District. The only solution for this
Project is to have a dedicated fire station constructed in the Expansion Area.

The Developer indicated in its application materials that it will provide space for a new station;
however, the Developer has not committed to paying for the costs to construct a new station. At
a minimum, the new station must provide for sleeping quarters and space for three apparatus.
A bare-bones station would cost in the range of $1 million dollars. In addition to the facility, the
District would require new apparatus for this station dedicated to serve the Project. This
includes: one Type 1 Fire Engine (approximately $670,000), one Brush Truck (approximately
$300,000), and one rescue squad (approximately $200,000). As indicated above, none of the
apparatus from the District’s existing stations can be dedicated to this Project without significant
adverse impacts on service levels within the current boundaries of the District. Equipping a new
station dedicated to serving the Project would also require an initial investment of approximately
$100,000-$150,000 for Personal Protective Equipment (“PPE”) to outfit 14 firefighters, purchase
office and living quarter furnishings, and other supplies required for the new station.

2 Fire Protection Plan, Pg. 5.

3 Fire Station 14 was constructed as a two-bay station in the 1950s and is currently serviced entirely by
volunteers. It would take too long for volunteers to respond to this station and then respond to the
incident at Mission Ridge.



The Fire Protection Plan is in error where it indicates that the District has three helicopters to
support fire protection at the Project.’* The District has one operational helicopter and is in the
process of building a second, which are both intended to serve the current existing District — not
the Expansion Area. If the Project increases the demand for helicopter protection, then the
District would require additional mitigation as the expense of purchasing and operating a
helicopter is significant. For example, the annual inspections on a single helicopter unit cost
around $100,000, which does not include operational, maintenance, and staffing costs that
would be required for this single project.

In addition to a new station and additional apparatus and supplies, the District also requires
volunteer and paid firefighters and EMTs to serve the Expansion Area. The application
materials suggest the District will staff the station dedicated to serve the Project with volunteer
firefighters. However, the Developer performed no analysis of how the District will recruit these
volunteers or what contingencies the Developer has if the District cannot secure these
volunteers. The District currently has little capacity to recruit and retain volunteers, which
presents challenges, especially during the initial build-out of the Project.

Ensuring adequate firefighter and EMT personnel are available for the Project also impacts the
Developer’s bottom line as it influences insurance rates. Currently, there is no fire service for
the Project, which would result in a Washington State Rating Bureau (WSRB) score of ten (10)
— practically uninsurable. If the District can secure six (6) volunteers within a five (5) mile radius
of the new station, along with the one career firefighter, then it would likely receive a community
protection class (WSRB) score of five (5). It is incumbent on the Developer to notify its
investors and lenders of this issue, not the District.

The need for the District and the Developer to engage in more detailed discussions and analysis
of the potential significant adverse impacts of this Project may be best exemplified by
considering recent fire activity in the Expansion Area. In 2012, the Wenatchee Complex Fire
and Table Mountain Fire caused significant damage to this area. In that fire, the column of the
fire collapsed right over the area including the Project, resulting in softball size flaming embers
raining down on the Expansion Area. Even with the mitigation measures the Developer
proposes for the Project, such an event could cause catastrophic property loss and significant
life-safety threats. The entire District, as well as the Expansion Area, is classified as an
embercast zone and the long history of serious wildfires must be considered in the analysis of
adequate fire protection and BLS services for the Project. These are additional life-safety issues
that must be addressed as part of the SEPA review.

The above approximations are conservative cost and personnel estimates for extending
services to the Project. These considerations all require further analysis and should be part of
the County’s required actions during the SEPA review process. The future tax revenue from the
Project will not offset the initial investment required to provide adequate facilities and staffing to
service the Expansion Area. The District does not have sufficient funds to subsidize the
Project’s increased demands on its services. If the Developer does not engage with the District
to create a detailed impact analysis prior to the threshold determination, the County must issue
a Determination of Significance (DS) and require the Projects’ impacts be addressed in an
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”).

4 Fire Protection Plan, Pg. 5.



. SUMMARY

The District supports growth and new development, and it remains open to annexation of the
Expansion Area. However, the District requires proportional mitigation, whether voluntarily or as
conditions on the Project, in order to prevent significant adverse impacts to its fire protection
and BLS services.

The District desires to meet with the Developer to analyze the impacts and costs of extending
services to the Expansion Area. In this current state of emergency, the District’s resources are
substantially committed to responding to the COVID-19 pandemic. As noted at the outset, the
District considers the review and processing of the Project Application as non-essential under
the Governor’s Proclamation. However, the District invites the Developer, and if desired, County
planning staff, to coordinate a meeting subject to the social distancing measures mandated by
the Governor’s Proclamation and outline how to scope and proceed with the necessary analysis
of the Project’s impacts and necessary mitigation at a time that does not compromise the
District’s response to the COVID-19 emergency.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

CHELAN COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT NO. 1

Fire Chief Brian Brett

Cc: Tamarack Saddle, LLC, Attn: Larry Scrivanich
Josh Jorgenson, Mission Ridge Ski Resort
Matt Paxton / Tim Schermetzler, Chmelik Sitkin & Davis, P.S.

























































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:02 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey

Subject: FW: El Sendero SEPA/EIS Scoping comments

Attachments: EL SENDERO EIS SCOPING COMMENTS - Final 2020-06-04.pdf

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:17 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: El Sendero SEPA/EIS Scoping comments

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Friday, June 5, 2020 8:55 AM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: El Sendero SEPA/EIS Scoping comments

From: Gustav Bekker <gwbekker@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 7:28 PM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; Bob Bugert <Bob.Bugert@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; Doug
England <Doug.England@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; Kevin Overbay <Kevin.Overbay@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: El Sendero SEPA/EIS Scoping comments

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

Hi Mike,

Attached is El Sendero's and Winter Wildlands Alliance comments on scoping for the Mission Ridge
Development SEPA/EIS process. We feel the county should not select piecemeal individual impacts
but consider the cumulative environmental impacts of the entire project as a whole. Please add these

comments to the public record.
Thank you,

Gus Bekker
President



El Sendero Backcountry Ski and Snowshoe Club
Wenatchee, WA



June 4, 2020

Mike Kaputa, Director
mike.kaputa@co.chelan.wa.us

Chelan County Natural Resources Department
411 Washington ST. STE 201

Wenatchee, WA 98801

RE: EIS Scoping Comments
Tamarack Saddle LLC Master Planned Resort

Dear Mr. Kaputa,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Determination of Significance (DS)
and the scope of issues to be examined in the Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed development adjacent to Mission Ridge.

We support the DS and agree with the list of issues identified therein. However, we are
concerned about County refinement of the list of issues pending scoping for the EIS. The
purpose of the EIS is to examine those items that would have a significant impact on the
environment. The environment should not be protected only by a popularity contest of
comments the County receives. All issues identified as having a significant effect on the
environment must be included in the scope of the EIS. In addition, the impact of this project is a
collective of all of the individual impacts together. Individually, some issues may seem less
significant, but taken as a whole, many small insults become intolerable. The public has already
commented, and deletion of any issue from the EIS due to lack of public confirmation during the
current comment period would be irresponsible. The County should incorporate and address all
of the information and concerns received from the public during the March 2020 comment
period into this EIS. In addition to the issues identified by the county in the DS, please include
the following issues which were brought forward during scoping but are not included in the
County issues list:

1. SEPA environmental checklist item 8. LAND AND SHORELINE USE, question L:
Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected
land uses and plans, if any,

The proposal is fundamentally inconsistent with the vision and guidance of long term community
planning as guided by the Stemilt Partnership, The Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision
Report, the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, the Our Valley Our Future (OVOF) Action
Plan, WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, and the WRIA 40A Water Quantity Analysis. It also violates
the Growth Management Act and requires the County to violate State Law and County Code by
inappropriately designating the project as a Master Planned Resort (MPR).

The proponent uses MPR designation to justify incompatibility with the Growth Management Act
and the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan and cites consistency with RCW 36.70A.360.

a. The proposed development does not meet the requirements to be classified as an 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 Master Planned Resorts, 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 consist 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:

e 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.

e 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.” While the
Comprehensive Plan does make a provision for permanent residences, it requires that
they support the on-site recreational nature of the resort. 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.
They will be pulling out of their garage as day users are trying to find parking. The two
uses are conflicting, not supportive.

e 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.

e 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,

b. If allowed designation as MPR, RCW 36.70A.360 requires that all costs for facilities and
utilities provided to the MPR be borne by the resort. Costs for infrastructure



improvements to roads, water, electrical, and fiber supply, fire suppression, and
emergency medical support, which are provided by service providers outside the resort,
must be fully borne by the resort.

Therefore, under Land and Shoreline Use, the EIS must provide analysis of compatibility
of the proposal with existing and projected land uses and plans including:

Urban development in the upper basin in violation of the formative goal and core
belief of the Stemilt Partnership and the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision
Destruction of the rural character of the Squilchuck Valley in violation of the vision
statements of the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan

A strain on existing water rights and lack of protection for the water supply in
Squilchuck Creek in violation of both the Vision and the Land Use Element of the
Chelan County Comprehensive Plan, WRIA 40A Watershed Plan, WRIA 40A Water
Quality Assessment and the Stemilt-Squilchuck Community Vision Report

Creating road cuts and visual impacts in violation of the section Il of the Land Use
Element of the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan

Residential development which requires urban services and utilities outside the
urban growth boundary in violation of the Section Il of the Land Use Element of the
Chelan County Comprehensive Plan and the 2008 Stemilt-Squilchuck Community
Vision report published by the Trust for Public Land

Provides single access in violation of the Capitol Facilities Element of the Chelan
County Comprehensive Plan, the International Fire Code, and the advice of the County
Fire Marshal in his March 2, 2020 Agency Comment response to this proposal .
Reduces traffic Level of Service to LOS D in violation of the Transportation Element
of the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan

Does not pay for impacts to Squilchuck Road impacting the Capitol Plan of the
Transportation Element of the Chelan County Comprehensive Plan

Is owned by Tamarack LLC, not Mission Ridge, inconsistent with the OVOF Action
Plan

Is not small in character, inconsistent with the OVOF Action Plan

2. DS item 4. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Analysis of visual impact of PUD Power system overhead transmission lines and substation
should be added to the EIS requirement listed in item 4 of the DS. The Chelan County PUD
Agency Comments - Upper Squilchuck & Mission Ridge Expansion Planning document dated
April 2020 indicates that a new transmission line with a 50-foot right of way will be required to
provide power to the proposed development. Typical power line rights of way create visual scars
by clearing trees in an eye-catching unnatural straight line across the landscape. The 2020
document does not indicate transmission line location. However, the Chelan County PUD Upper
Squilchuck and Mission Ridge Substation and Transmission Infrastructure document dated

December 11, 2018 which was also submitted as a scoping comment for the proposed

development, indicates two possible cross country transmission line routes that would have

visual impact as shown in the following image from the 2018 document.



In addition, the PUD document indicates that a 2-acre substation will be required and will be
placed near and below Squilchuck State Park in an area that is currently rural residential. This
will also have a visual impact as a substation is inconsistent with the forested nature of the rural
area.

3. SEPA environmental checklist item 10. AESTHETICS, question b: What views in the
vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

The dark sky will be polluted with light and the up-valley views will include development scars
and hilltop structures. Analysis of the proposal’s visual impact to up-valley views should be
added to the EIS.

4. SEPA environmental checklist item 12. RECREATION, questions b: Would the
proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?

Although the County EIS scope already includes analysis of impacts to backcountry recreation
and implementation of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan, this environmental effect
warrants further discussion.

This development project will directly and adversely affect the established winter non-
motorized recreation opportunities in the lands in and adjacent to the project area. The Mission
Ridge Expansion Project offers no mitigation measures to ensure consistency with
implementation of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan which includes non-motorized winter
play area adjacent to the proposed development. This project would reduce the established
undeveloped backcountry recreation opportunities currently available and provides no
alternatives to the loss of uphill access for backcountry skiers in the outback area.



The “sense of place” is particularly strong at Mission Ridge. Mission Ridge is an important asset
to the community of Wenatchee and Washington State but beyond the alpine ski slopes there
are also many others seeking opportunities for recreation beyond the groomed slopes. The
Clara Lake trail, Pipeline trail, and the Devil's Spur trail are the most heavily used and popular
trails on Forest Service lands close to Wenatchee in both winter and summer. These are
premier trails for snowshoeing, dog walking, ski touring, trail running, mountain biking, and
every other form of non-motorized recreation. The project fails to address the impacts to these
trails and offers no mitigation measures for the expected increase in the number of users
wanting to access these trails. In addition, the project does not address the overcrowding
expected in available parking at the trailheads to these premier trails, nor are there provisions to
require that Mission Ridge make parking available for those wanting to access these trails year-
round. At the close of the ski season Mission Ridge places large cement barriers blocking and
restricting access to the main parking lot and limiting the number of available parking spaces
that the general public can use to access these popular trails thus forcing cars to park on the
sides of the main access road (Squilchuck Road #711).

Beginning in March 2013, El Sendero participated with the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources (DNR), the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), and many
local public stakeholders to complete the January 2015 Naneum Ridge to Columbia River
Recreation and Access plan (Naneum plan). The Naneum plan vision was to “...offer distinct
and diverse outdoor recreation opportunities within the overall fabric of recreation in
Washington”. The final Naneum plan identified establishing a winter non-motorized area trail
system, among other projects, as “Phase 1” in the implementation and priorities for projects.
This area was identified to include state lands in various sections South and East and adjacent
to the Mission Ridge ski area and section 23 surrounding Clara Lake (4-Naneum plan 2105).

Beginning in March 2016, El Sendero participated in a second site specific recreation planning
process along with many local stakeholders, including Mission Ridge, Chelan County, DNR and
WDFW that was completed and adopted in October 2019. The Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation
Plan (Stemilt Plan) adopted parts of the Naneum plan and finalized and identified a winter non-
motorized area in parts of sections 36, 31, 29, 20, and 16; these public lands are also South and
East and adjacent to the Mission Ridge ski area including section 23, surrounding Clara Lake
(5-Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan 2019).

This history is important in understanding that the Stemilt-Squilchuck basin lands adjacent to the
proposed development are established backcountry recreation areas approved and
designated by two distinct public processes over the last seven years. A significant effort by
Washington State, private, and public stakeholders has gone into gaining the protections
currently designated in these areas which border the proposed development. The project fails to
mention the recent public processes that established these recreation areas, and worse, offers
no recognition nor mitigation measures for the impacts to these areas. These areas were
established under the authority of DNR and WDFW; rather than work against these established
plans, the project should coordinate with these two existing recreation plans. The development
will clearly impact and irrevocably harm these established, recognized, and heavily used
backcountry recreation areas adjacent to Mission Ridge by reducing and eliminating areas that
provide an alternative to alpine skiing such as snowshoeing and backcountry skiing, and by
overcrowding the remaining areas. For this reason alone, analysis of the impact to existing



backcountry use and implementation of the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan must be
completed.

5. SEPA environmental checklist item 5. ANIMALS, questions b: List any threatened and
endangered species known to be on or near the site.

The proposal ignores Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s mandate for adjacent
section 20. The proposal neither mentions nor offers mitigation measures affecting section 20
and 22 which were recently purchased by WDFW using US Fish and Wildlife Service S6 grant
funds. Lands acquired under the federal Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund
Habitat Land Acquisition and Recovery Land Acquisition grants (S6 grants) are specifically for
the protection of habitats supporting federally listed endangered and threatened species and
their recovery.

The development area currently provides habitat, or potential habitat, for four federally listed
wildlife species: Canada lynx (Lynx Canadensis), grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), gray wolf (Canis
lupus), and Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina). The proposal fails to mention that
gray wolves use the Naneum-Colockum area and ignores the likelihood of an established wolf
pack using this area. In addition, as recently as 2017, Northern spotted owls occupied the South
Naneum area habitat. The section 20 and 22 lands purchased by WDFW with S6 funds are
required to be managed in perpetuity for the benefit of the species for which the lands were
purchased; these lands were purchased to protect gray wolves and Northern spotted owls. The
proposal fails to evaluate, as required by the expectations of the USFWS S6 grant funds used to
purchase sections 20 and 22, the adverse effects of the proposed development. The proposal
has neither addressed the adverse effects nor offered any conservation or mitigation measures
or restrictions on activities that will occur as a result of allowing the massive development
project to proceed as proposed, Specifically the EIS must study and provide mitigation
measures for activities from the development such as:

Unauthorized motor vehicles in winter and summer
Minimizing/eliminating artificial light and noise

Control and eradication of non-native and invasive vegetation
Monitoring of property conditions, management, and enforcement
Trash dumping and clean-up

Undeveloped target shooting

Increased human disturbance

6. SEPA environmental checklist item 14. TRANSPORTATION, questions c¢: How many
additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal have?
How many would the project or proposal eliminate?

The proponent indicates approximately 2500 new parking spaces. However, the County road
connection to the proposed access road is not defined on the proposed site plan in the
application materials. The County road will most likely extend through the lower parking lot,
crossing both Squilchuck and Lake Creeks to connect to the proposed new road at the east end
of Lot 3. The County road extension will disrupt the existing Clara Lake Trailhead parking area
and eliminate existing parking at the current base area. The EIS should include an assessment
of the effect on current parking use at the Clara Lake Trailhead and discuss creek crossing
implications.



7. SEPA environmental checklist item 16. UTILITIES, questions b, Describe the utilities
that are proposed for the project

The proponent indicates in their SEPA checklist that owners of single family homes will be
responsible for their on-site septic systems. Further analysis is required to verify the ability of
the site to support 275 private septic systems.

To reiterate our point that all of the issues identified by the DS for inclusion in the EIS should be
included for discussion in the EIS, we expect the scope to include the following items which
were identified and described by the County:

1. Earth
A. Geology
i. Further analysis of potential adverse impacts resulting from the alteration of
geohazards, including landslide deposits and talus slopes, and from infiltration of
stormwater and wastewater on the project site.
2. Water

A. Groundwater and surface water movement/quantity/quality
i. Further analysis of the water requirements for the project, availability of
sufficient ground water for resort uses, and of the potential adverse impacts
resulting from the use of groundwater on stream flow and irrigation water
downstream of the site. This is a critical issue. All of the guiding documents
advise against allowing further draw of water from either the surface or
from aquifers. The water budget is spent and there is no available water to
support this project.
B. Public water supplies
i. Feasibility and impact of extending the Chelan PUD public water system
to the project site, which may require improvements to the existing water
system, the cost of which must be borne by the resort.
3. Plants and Animals
A. Analysis of potential adverse impacts to plants and animals within the project
footprint
B. Habitat and migration routes
I. Analysis of potential adverse impacts to both resident and migratory elk and
mule deer populations.
li. Identify appropriate mitigation for loss of habitat.
C. Plants
I. Analysis of potential habitat for listed and sensitive plant species within
the proposed area of disturbance
li. ldentify appropriate mitigation for loss of habitat
4. Energy and Natural Resources
A.  Source/availability
I. Analysis of impacts related to extending the Chelan PUD power and
telecommunications system to the project site, which will require construction of a
new transmission main, substation, and distribution system. Analysis shall be
coordinated with Chelan PUD and shall include but not be limited to the Chelan
PUD feasibility and application process and include load studies, review of



environmental impacts, and land use rights and permitting and costs which
must be borne by the resort.
5. Land and Shoreline Use
A. Recreation
I. Analysis of the impacts to backcountry recreation, existing trail systems, and
existing recreation areas that are near the site, and impacts to implementation of
the Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan.
6. Transportation
A. Vehicular traffic
I. Analysis of the effects of increased traffic on Squilchuck Road and Mission
Ridge Road on existing uses, including school buses.
li. Refine transportation impact study and evaluation of traffic impacts on the
regional transportation system as requested by City of Wenatchee and WSDOT.
lii. Refine mitigation plan and timeline as requested by City of Wenatchee
and WSDOT.
Iv. Analysis of the impacts of a single road access to the project site on
emergency access, public safety, and evacuation in both winter and summer
seasons. The fire marshal has advised in his public comment letter that a
single access road should not be allowed. The County should not entertain
any alternative that has only one access.
B. Traffic hazards
I. Analysis of the impacts to traffic safety on Squilchuck Road and Mission
Ridge Road.
7. Public Services and Utilities
A. Fire/BLS/Police
i. Assess the impacts of the project on existing emergency services, including law
enforcement, basic life support, and fire protection, and address the following:
1. Impacts to dispatching and capacity to handle the increased demand.
2. Identify any special services that may be required, and assess if
adequate resources are available for those special services.
3. Review impacts to level of service delivery to the project and to the
existing community due to increased demand.
4. Assess if adequate resources and staffing are available to meet
increased demand.
5. Analysis of the capability of existing services to respond to a catastrophic
event.
6. Provide an economic/financial analysis of the cost of providing services to
the project.
7. ldentify how to mitigate the impact on the delivery of emergency services
or increase the capacity to meet the increased demand.
ii. Assess basic life-safety threats due to location, access, and resources (e.g.fire
flow water supply, wildfire risk, evacuation, etc.).
B. Sewer
i. Analysis of the feasibility of using a Large Onsite Septic System for the entire
development, including potential impacts to geologic hazards and downstream
surface water contamination.
C. Solid waste
i. Assess the impacts to the existing solid waste management system.



Our organizations appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the scope of the EIS.
Many of our members will be directly impacted by any development in upper Stemilt and
Squilchuck Basins and by 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 & Snowshoe Club Winter Wildlands Alliance
PO Box 5622 PO Box 631

Wenatchee, WA 98807-5622 Bozeman, MT 59771
gwbekker@gmail.com heisen@winterwildlands.org

1. Snowsports Industries of America, 2017 industry insights study.

2. Cordell, Ken. Outdoor recreation trends and futures: a technical document supporting
the Forest Service 2010 RPA Assessment.

3. Puget Sound Business Journal, February 2008.

4. Naneum Ridge to Columbia River Recreation and Access Plan, January 2015.

5. Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan, October 2019.
















































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:01 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft
Environmental Analysis

Attachments: WNPSWenValChptUSFS_MissionRidge_RJLot_042620.pdf

Camie Anderson
Senior Associate

Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308
Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]

Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:16 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 11:04 AM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis

From: Denise Mahnke <wnps@wnps.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 11:02 AM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Cc: Constance Mehmel <cjmehmel@gmail.com>; Conservation Chair <conservation@wnps.org>
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis

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

Hello Mr. Mike Kaputa;

| am submitting this comment letter on behalf of the Washington Native Plant Society (WNPS) Conservation
Committee and the WNPS Wenatchee Valley Chapter.

Connie Mehmel, Chapter Chair for Wenatchee Valley, forwarded your contact information to me. | have already
submitted this letter to Mr. RJ Lott, on April 27%.

To ensure this letter is received, | am also copying you at this time. Thank you for your review.

Sincerely,



Denise Mahnke
WNPS Business Manager

Washington Native Plant Society
6310 74" St.; Ste. 215E

Seattle, WA 98115
(206)527-3210

To promote the appreciation and conservation of Washington’s native plants and their habitats
through study, educations, and advocacy.



Washington Native Plant Society

Appreciate, Conserve, and Study Our Native Flora

6310 NE 74" St., Ste 215E, Seattle, Washington 98115
(206) 527-3210

April 26, 2020

To:  Mr. RJ Lott, Planning Manager
Chelan County Community Development
316 Washington Street, Suite 301
Wenatchee WA 98801
CC. rj.lott@co.chelan.wa.us

From: Washington Native Plant Society
Re:  Mission Ridge Expansion Project: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis
Dear Mr. Lott,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Mission Ridge Expansion Project. The
Washington Native Plant Society commends Mission Ridge for beginning the process of
becoming certified as a Whitebark Pine Friendly Ski Area through the Whitebark Pine
Ecosystem Foundation and asks that Chelan County join us in encouraging Mission Ridge to
accelerate this process as part of the expansion effort.

The Washington Native Plant Society urges Chelan County to require rigorous protection of
whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) in the project mitigation plan for the Mission Ridge Expansion
Project. Whitebark pine is a USFS sensitive species and a candidate for federal listing as
threatened or endangered. As identified by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, threats to the
persistence of whitebark pine include: white pine blister rust, mountain pine beetles, past and
ongoing fire suppression, and habitat loss due to climate change.

The Draft EA states that the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) would “potentially be in conflict
with 45 of the 161 (28%) documented whitebark pine stems in the Project Area, with 17 on
National Forest and 28 on WDFW land (it is unknown if stems are present on private land).”!
Further, “Project implementation would require compensatory planting to mitigate for impacts to
existing whitebark pine. Following the completion of construction of the roads, lifts and ski runs,
Whitebark pine seedlings would be planted at the rates outlined in Table 3-8. This would result
in up to 1305 seedlings being planted.”?

In addition to propagating and planting whitebark pine seedlings to mitigate losses as a
result of the Proposed Action, we believe Chelan County should require more detailed

! Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft EA, Page 70,
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289 FSPLT3 5240396.pdf
2 Mission Ridge Expansion Project Draft EA, Page 71
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289 FSPLT3 5240396.pdf



mailto:rj.lott@co.chelan.wa.us
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289_FSPLT3_5240396.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/109289_FSPLT3_5240396.pdf

stand delineations so that ski run designs and structure placement minimally affect healthy
stems. Without rigorous protection the Mission Ridge Expansion threatens the area’s whitebark
pine resource value. The Forest Service has identified blister rust-resistant candidate trees in the
reproductive area at Mission Ridge. This population is a valuable seed source for genetic
diversity in the propagation of seedings for out-planting. It is critical that the seed source is
protected.

The Washington Native Plant Society advocates for ecological land management practices and
policies that conserve native plants and native plant habitats on public and private lands in
Washington. The mission of the Washington Native Plant Society is to promote the appreciation
and conservation of Washington’s native plants and their habitats through study, education, and
advocacy. Our members consist of scientists and residents who contribute time and donations to
conserve the native plants and native plant habitats of Washington State.

We appreciate the work that the Forest Service, along with state and local government, does to
conserve and protect Washington’s forests. We look forward to working together to ensure that
the Mission Ridge expansion proceeds with adequate protections of the areas whitebark pine in
place so that the people of Washington do not lose the valuable genetic diversity these trees
provide.

Sincerely,

Van Bobbitt, President
Washington Native Plant Society

Becky Chaney, Conservation Chair
Washington Native Plant Society

Constance Mehmel, Wenatchee Valley Chapter Chair
Washington Native Plant Society



office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:09 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft

Environmental Analysis

Categories: NEED TO DO!

Camie Anderson
Senior Associate

Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308
Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]

Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:49 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis

From: Conservation Chair <conservation@wnps.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 3:55 PM

To: Denise Mahnke <wnps@wnps.org>; mike.kaputa@co.chelan.wa.us

Cc: Constance Mehmel <cjmehmel@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis

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

Hi Denise,

Two different letters regarding Mission Ridge were prepared and approved. | sent approval and letter
for Jeffery Rivera on April 6 and approval and letter for R.J.Lott on April 26. This may have been
confusing. If possible, it would be good to get the specific letters out to the agencies. Sorry | didn't
catch this sooner. I'll give you a follow-up call.

Thanks,
-Becky

From: Denise Mahnke <wnps@wnps.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 11:01 AM

To: mike.kaputa@co.chelan.wa.us <mike.kaputa@co.chelan.wa.us>

Cc: Constance Mehmel <cjmehmel@gmail.com>; Conservation Chair <conservation@wnps.org>
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion Project Comment Letter: Forest Service Draft Environmental Analysis

1



Hello Mr. Mike Kaputa;

| am submitting this comment letter on behalf of the Washington Native Plant Society (WNPS) Conservation
Committee and the WNPS Wenatchee Valley Chapter.

Connie Mehmel, Chapter Chair for Wenatchee Valley, forwarded your contact information to me. | have already
submitted this letter to Mr. RJ Lott, on April 27%.

To ensure this letter is received, | am also copying you at this time. Thank you for your review.
Sincerely,

Denise Mahnke
WNPS Business Manager

Washington Native Plant Society
6310 74" St.; Ste. 215E

Seattle, WA 98115
(206)527-3210

To promote the appreciation and conservation of Washington’s native plants and their habitats
through study, educations, and advocacy.















office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:01 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey
Subject: FW: Mission Ridge EIS

Attachments: Mission Ridge EIS Scoping Proposal - 2020.docx
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:14 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge EIS

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 8:35 AM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge EIS

From: Ronald <ronaldlbalzer@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 31, 2020 9:12 PM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>; RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Mission Ridge EIS

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

Attached are our comments on the scoping of an EIS for the Mission Ridge expansion - MPR2018-128.

Thanks,
Ronald Balzer



May 31, 2020
Chelan County Community Development
Attention: Mike Kaputa and RJ Lott

Mission Ridge Expansion, MPR2018-128, EIS Scoping

We have reviewed Chelan County’s Scope of an Environmental Impact Statement and agree that there
are significant adverse environmental issues with Mission Ridge’s expansion plans, MPR 2018-128. While
the County’s scope of the impacts cover most of the issues, we believe that there are some additional
issues that need to be added and they are detailed herein in red within the County’s Scope. We believe
that there should be no housing development beyond that permitted by the current zoning regulations.
However, we prefer that there be no housing, but the expanded skiing, tubing and an enlarged parking
lot proposed by Mission Ridge is appropriate. The adverse impacts to wildlife, the environment and the
economy of the Wenatchee Area would be minimized if Mission Ridge’s operations continue to be limited
to the winter months. The expanded skiing and tubing areas would improve the economics of Mission
Ridge.

PROPOSED SCOPE OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1. Earth
a. Geology
i. Further analysis of potential adverse impacts resulting from the alteration of
geohazards, including landslide deposits and talus slopes, and from infiltration of
stormwater and wastewater on the project site.
2. Water

a. Groundwater and surface water movement/quantity/quality

i Further analysis of the water requirements for the project, availability of sufficient
ground water for resort uses, and of the potential adverse impacts resulting from the
use of groundwater on stream flow and irrigation water downstream of the site.

ii. Evaluate the loss of ground water and the effect on the aquifer due to deforestation
for the project.

iii. Evaluate the adverse impact of storm water runoff from the development and the
roads on property and streams downstream of the site.

iv. Assess the water quantity and availability needed for simultaneously fighting
multiple building fires within the development.

b. Public water supplies

i. Feasibility and impact of extending the Chelan PUD public water system to the project
site, which may require improvements to the existing water system.

3. Plants and Animals

a. Analysis of potential adverse impacts to plants and animals within the project footprint and
to wildlife on adjacent properties.

b. Habitat and migration routes



Analysis of potential adverse impacts to both resident and migratory elk and mule
deer populations and to resident bear, cougar, bobcat, wolf, coyote and other
wildlife.

Assess the impact of noise on wildlife — both residential and concert noise.

Analysis of potential adverse impacts to both resident and migratory birds.

Identify appropriate mitigation measures for loss of habitat.

Analysis of potential habitat for listed and sensitive plant species within the
proposed area of disturbance.
Identify appropriate mitigation measures for loss of habitat.

4. Energy and Natural Resources

a. Source/availability

Analysis of impacts related to extending the Chelan PUD power and
telecommunications system to the project site, which will require construction of a
new transmission main, substation, and distribution system. Analysis shall be
coordinated with Chelan PUD and shall include but not be limited to the Chelan PUD
feasibility and application process and include load studies, review of environmental
impacts, and land use rights and permitting.

5. Land and Shoreline Use

a. Recreation

6. Transportation

Analysis of the impacts to back country, existing trail systems, and existing
recreation areas that are near the site, and impacts to implementation of the
Stemilt-Squilchuck Recreation Plan.

Analysis of the impact of recreation on wildlife.

a. Vehicular traffic

Analysis of the effects of increased traffic on Squilchuck Road and Mission Ridge
Road on existing uses, including school buses.

Refine transportation impact study and evaluation of traffic impacts on the regional
transportation system as requested by the City of Wenatchee and WSDOT.

Refine mitigation plan and timeline as requested by the City of Wenatchee and
WSDOT.

Analysis of the impacts of a single road access to the project site on emergency
access, public safety, and evacuation in both winter and summer seasons.

b. Traffic hazards

Analysis of the impacts to traffic safety on Squilchuck Road and Mission Ridge Road.

c. Road Maintenance

Analysis of additional wear and tear costs on Squilchuck Road.

7. Public Services and Utilities

a. Fire/BLS/Police



i. Assess the impacts of the project on existing emergency services, including law
enforcement, basic life support, and fire protection, and address the following:

1. Impacts to dispatching and capacity to handle the increased demand.

2. ldentify any special services that may be required, and assess if adequate
resources are available for those special services.

3. Review impacts to level of service delivery to the project and to the existing
community due to increased demand.

4. Assess if adequate resources and staffing are available to meet increased
demand.

5. Analysis of the capability of existing services to respond to a catastrophic
event.

6. Provide an economic/financial analysis of the cost of providing services to the
project.

7. ldentify how to mitigate the impact on the delivery of emergency services or
increase the capacity to meet the increased demand.

ii. Assess basic life-safety threats due to location, access, and resources (e.g. fire flow
water supply, wildfire risk, evacuation, etc.).

b. Sewer

i. Analysis of the feasibility of using Large Onsite Septic System for the entire
development, including potential impacts to geologic hazards, aquifer contamination,
and downstream surface water contamination.

c. Solid waste
i. Assess the impacts to the existing solid waste management system.

8. High Fire Hazard Development (AEGIS Engineering Evaluation)

a. Assess the impact of fires occurring within the development and expanding into the
surrounding forest.
b. Assess the impact of wildfires encompassing the development from the surrounding

forest.

9. Economics

a. Assess the detrimental economic impacts on Wenatchee Area restaurants, retail businesses and

hotels/motels.

Sincerely,

Ronald and Claudia Balzer

3320 N. W. Fir Ave

East Wenatchee, Wa

















































































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:01 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey
Subject: FW: Mission Ridge expansion

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:14 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge expansion

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 3:28 PM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge expansion

From: Duane <dahoke@nwi.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 3:10 PM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Mission Ridge expansion

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

I am totally against this expansion as we are frequent hikers up in this area. | also live up Pitcher
Canyon and the traffic on Squilchuck Rd would be greatly impacted during ski season and it is all ready
too busy. We enjoy our small town ski area and wish it to stay that way.

Thank you,
Linda Hokanson



















































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:05 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey
Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion plan

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:27 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion plan

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 10:48 AM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion plan

From: Dan Kelly <cyclnut@skibum22.net>

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 10:47 AM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion plan

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

Mike,
Here are some comments on the Mission Ridge Expansion Plan.

The expansion plan is similar to other ski areas in the northwest.

Road improvements can be made to meet the demand. The demand will vary from one
season to the other. The biggest footprint would be on weekends during the key winter skiing
months

of December thru March. The balance of the year would be reduced as not many people

will be in the new area village.

As an example Schweitzer and Whitefish have year round housing and events. Their villages

1



are like ghost towns in off ski season. This is like the majority of the ski areas in the country.
They have much smaller towns than Wenatchee at the foot of those mountains.

The traffic patterns are usually busiest on ski weekends. The impact on weekdays and off
season

are close to normal. People will be coming at different times all year around. When people are
staying

in the hotel, condo or houses will already be on the mountain and that will alleviate as much
traffic

as there is on the road.

To supplement the busy weekend ski days they and Mission Ridge have bus service.
Mission Ridge can get increased bus trips to help alleviate the weekend winter traffic.

We can manage the roads, fire protection and other issues.
The economic impact on the economy will be increased along with the tax base for the county.

The environmental impact on the area will be much less than it has been anticipated.
Most people | know agree that if the expansion is not done then most likely Mission Ridge
may not make it in these challenging economic times. Like many ski areas they will

be bought out by big ski area companies. This would ruin the friendly hometown hill.

| hope that this impact study can be done in a timely manner. Up till now there have been
many times it appears the urgency is not being paid to this important project for the valley.

An example is the new chairlift that is currently being installed. It should have been done
last summer. The permitting process wasn’t completed in a timely manner.

| believe that Larry Scrivinich has the best interest of the county and the local population.
These are my thoughts as a long time skier (40 yr. resident of the area) and have skied at 54
ski areas.

| am more than willing to give you any other input as you go thru this process.

Respectfully,

Dan P. Kelly

Dan P Kelly
509 421-7556

"Lessons can be learned in the Mountains and Meadows"

































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:39 AM

To: RJ Lott

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge planned development

From: brian mcbride <brian405us@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 24, 2020 9:19 AM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Mission Ridge planned development

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

Good morning,

| am concerned for the safety of those living along Squilchuck and Mission Ridge roads with the increased traffic
this expansion will bring. | read the traffic study but do not believe the results.

During ski season traffic is already high and with poor road conditions leaving the driveway or exiting Forest
Ridge can be risky. To add that many homes and condo's plus increase capacity of the resort with road
improvements is bound to lead to horrendous accidents and deaths.

| am not against the expansion and opportunities it brings to our area but would like to see improvements happen
before the project is finished not wait until people are hurt or killed.

Thank you,
Brian McBride

2960 Mission Ridge Rd.
Wenatchee, WA 98801






























office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:01 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey
Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal EIS Scoping

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:15 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal EIS Scoping

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 9:14 AM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal EIS Scoping

From: Dean O'Daffer <mdodaffer@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:36 PM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal EIS Scoping

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

The most significant aspect of the Mission Ridge Expansion Proposal is that it would be changing forest land
into an urban development, a new city surrounded by protected natural areas. This new development would be
totally incongruent with its neighbors. There are numerous other significant effects from this proposal, a
drawdown of the Squilchuk/Stemilt water table, terrain that is highly susceptible to landslides and wildfires, safe
road access, proper sewage treatment, bringing in utilities and possible air quality issues.These are all important
issues and should be part of the overall process.

| feel that the Stemilt Basin Natural area is a local treasure and should be protected. The current recreation
plan and wildlife protection policies would not be workable because of the hundreds of new visitors and residents
who would want to go picnic, hike, bike, ski, ride motorcycles , four wheelers, and snowmachines in the nearby
playground. | also feel that any possible road access through the Basin to the new development would not be
allowed. We would be losing the very character of the Squilchuk and Stemilt drainages. The cost is to high for the
perceived benefits.

Sincerely



Dean O'Daffer
Wenatchee, Wa.
















































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:37 AM

To: RJ Lott

Subject: FW: Master Planned Resort expansion (ZC-366) / EIS

From: lvan <ivanrybakov@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 7:10 AM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Master Planned Resort expansion (ZC-366) / EIS

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

Good morning Mike,

This is lvan Rybakov's family, who live on 3409 Squilchuck Rd. Upon reading the proposal of a Master
Planned Resort expansion to the existing Mission Ridge Planned Development (file ZC-366 approved
through Resolution 87-77, as modified by Resolutions 88-104 and 95-152), we are AGAINST this
proposal to be started and built, due to the huge environmental impact of the earth, water, wildlife
and plants. We are also concerned about the Squilchuck creek and the water supply to our property
due to changes that might affect the water run-off. We own 4 water right shares and we use our water
for both agriculture and livestock. Also a tremendous impact will be made on the vehicular traffic
hazards, since Squilchuck Road is already a busy road, especially during winter recreation season.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and for considering our request.

Ivan Rybakov and family



office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Camie Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 7:01 AM

To: office@shockeyplanning.com; Reid Shockey
Subject: FW: Mission Ridge determination of significance

Camie Anderson

Senior Associate
Shockey Planning Group
Phone: 425.258.9308

Cell: 425.268.2774

From: Mike Kaputa [mailto:Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US]
Sent: Monday, September 07, 2020 8:13 AM

To: Camie Anderson

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge determination of significance

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 3:19 PM

To: RJ Lott <RJ.Lott@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge determination of significance

From: Malachi Salcido <Malachi@salcidoenterprises.tech>
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 5:01 PM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: RE: Mission Ridge determination of significance

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

Hi Mike,

| am responding to the recent email notification of the proposed scope of the EIS. | would like to go on record as
supporting the resort expansion at Mission Ridge. | fully support the environmental impact study and
assessment process, along with requirements to address potential issues. | also fully support the development,
believing it can be done in a responsible and compliant manner. Thank you for affording us the opportunity to
comment during this process.

Truly,



Malachi J. Salcido, CPA
Managing Member and CEO

833-SALCIDO (725-2436)

Physical/Shipping & Correspondence:
615 C-1 North Wenatchee Ave.
Wenatchee, WA 98801

e-mail: malachi@salcidoenterprises.tech
website: www.salcidoenterprises.tech
facebook: www.facebook.com/SalcidoEnterprises.LLC/


































office@shockeyplanning.com

From: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:36 AM

To: RJ Lott

Subject: FW: Mission Ridge Expansion- EIS public comment.
Attachments: Renamed Noyd Easement to Upper Resevoir Loop Road 2020.jpg

From: urenskil23@gmail.com <urenskil23@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 7:20 AM

To: Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Cc: 'Dean U'Ren' <duren@us.head.com>

Subject: Mission Ridge Expansion- EIS public comment.

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

Hello Mike,

| hope all is well with you and your family during these crazy times! | am reaching out in response to the recent
EIS public comment period in regards to the Mission Ridge expansion plan. As you know | served on the Stemilt
Squilchuck Recreational Planning committee. My time on the committee coupled with 15 years as a Forest Ridge
resident has me very concerned on some of the points regarding the EIS of the expansion plan as follows:

| have attached a recent photo showing the recently designated “Upper Reservoir Loop Road”. | understand
that what used to be the Green Dot “wheeler” road has been renamed. | was not aware that this

newly designated County road included the complete distance of the ( Noyd road/easement) including
access to Forest Ridge residents via the “water tower” hill. Is the original Forest Ridge “invitation by Noyd
family” use easement still in place? Do county road rules now apply to the entire easement?

Will secondary Ingress and Egress be required to support the Mission Ridge expansion? If so, where will this
new road be constructed? Fire safety, Unimaginable traffic increases & Evacuation and public services are
VERY concerning issues for the Forest Ridge community.

Ingress and Egress to Forest Ridge Drive from Mission Ridge Road will need improvement. On busy days
during Ski Resort operation we currently experience VERY heavy traffic making it extremely difficult to enter
or exit Forest Ridge Drive in either direction. The immensely increased volume of traffic this expansion will
create will require some sort of traffic mitigation for Forest Ridge residents. A possible “Roundabout” or
designated turn lane both directions will be a necessity at the entrance of Forest Ridge Drive.

| am concerned with the quality and experience currently available in the immediate areas surrounding
Squilchuck State park and the Noyd Road ( now Upper Reservoir loop Road) and Forest Ridge. What
infrastructure improvements will directly affect the quality of living and recreation of Forest Ridge residents
in these surrounding areas?



Please consider this my public comment if applicable as a 15 year Forest Ridge resident, resort & backcountry
skier, hiker, Mtn biker and active participant of the Outdoor experience currently enjoyed in the immediate
areas surrounding Forest Ridge.

Cindy Uren
6661 + 6665 Forest Ridge Drive
Wenatchee WA 98801.

Thank you!!

Cindy U'Ren

¢.425-765-7156
e.urenskil23@gmail.com

www. cindyuren.arbonne.com
Under Armour-Orage-Arbonne
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