2. Comments and Responses

The City Heights Planned Mixed-Use Development Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was
circulated for a 45-day public and agency comment period from April 23 through June 7, 2010. Written
comments were received from one Federal agency, one Tribe, four State agencies, two County agencies,
the School District, two organizations that are area land owners, and ten individuals.

The City’s response to comments received is organized below by agencies, Tribes and organizations
(Section 2.1), and individuals (Section 2.2), in alphabetical order within the categories listed above.
Responses to comments constitute the response of the City of Cle Elum Community Development
Department. All comments received, and the response to comments will be considered by City decision
makers (the Planning Commission and City Council) when taking action to approve, condition, or deny
the City Heights Planned Mixed-Use Development and Development Agreement to be negotiated
between the City and the project proponent.

This Final EIS will be distributed to everyone on the Draft EIS Distribution List (Chapter 5 in that
document), plus persons who commented that were not on that list. There is a 7-day waiting period
following issuance of the Final EIS before the City can take action on the proposal; however, the City’s
development review process is expected to take longer than this amount of time. There will be additional
advertised public meetings and opportunities for public comment during deliberations by the Planning
Commission and City Council.

2.1 Comments Received from Agencies, Tribes and Organizations,
and the City’s Response

The City of Cle Elum received written comments on the Draft EIS and City Heights proposal from the
Bonneville Power Administration, Yakama Nation, Washington State Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation (DAHP), Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT),
Kittitas County Department of Public Works, Kittitas County Water District #2, the Cle Elum-Roslyn
School District, Central Cascades Land Company, and Suncadia. These comments have been numbered in
the margin of each letter for ease of correlating written responses. Each letter is reproduced in this Final
EIS, followed by the City’s response. Unmarked original letters of comment have been retained in the
City’s project file.

Comments received from individuals and the City’s response to those comments are reproduced in Final
EIS Section 2.2.
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Gmail - City Heights Draft EIS & Technical Reports , ‘ Page 1 of 1

City of Cle Elum <eiscomment@gmail.com>

City Heights Draft EIS & Technical Reports

1 message

Olson,Lesli D - TERR-BELL-1 <ldolson@bpa.gov> Thu, Apr 29, 2010 at 2:51 PM
To: Matt Morton <eiscomment@gmail.com>

Dear Mr. Morton:

| am in receipt of your request for comments regarding the City Heights Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Technical Reports. | understand that you recently spoke with Lila Black and agreed
to note that her comments on this review request are the same as those you received on a different
phase of the project back in January 2010. If you find that you need anything further, please
contact Lila at {509) 925-2088.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this notice.

Respectfully,

Lesli Olson

Realty Tech il

Bonneville Power Administration
(509) 358-7437

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=1918fe1486 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=1284b8... - 5/15/2010



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

No response required.

The City received comments from the Bonneville Power Administration during the City Heights Draft
EIS Scoping process conducted in June 2009. Information provided in comments submitted at that time
were included in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.18.4, Utilities: Electrical Service.
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Confederated Tribes and Bands Established by the
of the Yakama Nation Treaty of June 9, 1855

June 1, 2010

Matt Morton, Community Development Director
City of Cle Elum

119 W. First Street

Cle Elum, WA 98922-1159

Subject: Historic and Cultural (3.15), City Heights Planned Mixed-Use Development

Dear Mr. Morton:

B My staff has reviewed the Historic and Cultural Resources (3.15) section of the City
Heights Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). In the first paragraph of section 3.15 it states,
“no cultural resources were identified during the course of this survey” and claims the
archaeological consultant recommended “a finding of No Impact for the purposes of the
proposed development”.

@ Under affected environment, two historic mining features documented during the survey
are discussed contradicting the statement that none were found. The archaeological consultant,
Reiss-Landreau Research, said the historic features are potentially contributory to the greater Cle
Elum Mining District and recommended they be avoided until the entire district is documented
and recorded and a mitigation plan is developed. They concluded that they should be avoided.
The consultant said, “If the two mining sites are avoided until mitigated, there will be no direct
effects and Reiss-Landreau Research (RLR) recommends a finding of NO ADVERSE EFFECT
upon cultural resources for the purposes of this proposed development” (p. 19).

-

The City Heights Draft EIS misstates the archaeological consultant’s recommendations.
, The historic features should be avoided as the consultant recommended until the entire Cle Elum
@ Mining District is documented and recorded and a mitigation plan is implemented. Or, the

historic features can be made part of the permanent open space. It is unlawful to knowingly
disturb archaeological sites under RCW 27.53,

If you have any comments or questions, do not hesitate to call David Powell of my staff
at (509) 865-5121 ext. 6312. o

Sincerely,

Philip Rigdon, Deputy Director
Natural Resources Division

ce: Gretchen Kaehler, DAHP
Chris Landreau, RLR

Post Office Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948  (509) 865-5121



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE
YAKAMA NATION

Response to Yakama Nation Comment #1: The EIS consultant used the term “cultural resources” to
relate evidence (or in this case — lack of evidence found) of Native American use of the City Heights site.
She used the term ‘“historic resources” to relate findings of historical mining activities on the site.
Paragraph 3 of the Affected Environment subsection of Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.15 introduces the
description of mining features found on the site as follows: “Two historic features were encountered and
noted in the field as part of the City Heights inventory.” It is apparent from the Yakama Nation’s letter of
comment that the term “cultural resources” is used by professional archaeologists to apply to both human
habitation artifacts as well as remnants of historical activities. This nomenclature has been corrected in
the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3). There was no intention to misrepresent the findings reported in the
Archaeological Review and Inventory of the City Heights Development Project (Reiss-Landreau, August
14, 2009). With the exception of this difference in understanding of terminology, the City feels that the
findings of the technical report were accurately described in the Draft EIS. The archaeological consultant
was consulted regarding this comment. See additional information provided in the response to comments
submitted by the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (following).

Response to Yakama Nation Comment #2: The archaeological consultant’s recommendations were
clarified in personal communications between this consultant and the EIS consultant subsequent to the
August 14, 2009 date of issue of the Archaeological Review and Inventory of the City Heights
Development Project. These communications are cited in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.15 on pages 3.15-
1 and 3.15-3.

The archaeological consultant prepared and submitted additional documentation (Letter in Response to
Log: 060310-05-KT, Reiss-Landreau Research, July 11, 2010) to the Washington State Department of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) since receipt of these comments.. See DAHP Comment
#2 and the response to that comment on the pages that follow. The applicant does not propose and the
City would not permit disturbance of known archaeological sites eligible for or listed on the Washington
Heritage Register of the National Register of Historic Places without required mitigation in the form
required (or not required, if not eligible for listing) by DAHP.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

1063 S. Capitol Way, Suite 106 + Olympia, Washington 98501
Mailing address: PO Box 48343 « Olympia, Washington 98504-8343

(360) 586-3065 » Fax Number (360) 586-3067 « Website: www.dahp.wa.gov
June 3, 2010

Mr. Matt Morton

Planning Commission Chair
City of Cle Elum

301 PENNSYLVANIA AVE
Cle Elum, WA 98922-1159

In future correspondence please refer to:

Log: 060310-05-KT

Property: Archaeological Review and Inventory of the City Heights Development Project, Cle Elum,
Kittitas County, Washington

Re: City Heights Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Technical Reports

Dear Mr. Morton:

| Thank you for contacting the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(DAHP). I received your email today. I understand that there was some confusion with the choice of
terminology used by the archaeologist Chris Landreau and the consultant who prepared the EIS.
However, the coal waste piles are cultural resources and are associated with Mine No. 5. Although these
waste piles would not provide information important to history in and of themselves, they may be eligible
as contributing elements to 45KT 2100, Mine No. 5 which is potentially eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). In addition, 45KT1960, Mine No 7 is within the boundaries of the City
Heights project. This site is also potentially eligible for the NRHP. In the report recommendations,
Landreau (2009) recommended that the slag features, site number 45KT3054 were potentially
contributory to the greater Cle Elum Mining District which has not been established or proposed as far as
we are aware. Nevertheless, the coal waste piles are possible contributory elements to Mine No. 5
(45KT2100). There is also the question of 45SKT1960 which is within the boundaries of the City Heights
project.

Under RCW 27.53, historic archaeological resources are not protected by law unless they are listed in or
eligible for listing in the Washington Heritage Register (WHR) or the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). DAHP administers the WHR. The NRHP is maintained by the National Park Service, US
Department of Interior. Under the National Historic Preservation Act, 1966, it is the State Historic
Preservation Officer’s (SHPO’s) responsibility to identify eligible properties for listing in the National
Register. In the State of Washington, the SHPO resides at DAHP and it is DAHP’s responsibility to
make the determination of eligibility when historical archaeologist sites are identified. Therefore the
mitigation measures proposed by the County are not effective since cultural resources must be identified
before they can be protected, avoided, mitigated through data recovery, or determined eligible or not
eligible

EPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Profect the Past, Shape the Fulure




¢ The coal waste piles 45KT3054 will need further documentation that takes into consideration
their eligibility as part of 45KT2100, Mine No. 5. This will also provide sufficient information to
make and eligibility determination and define a mitigation plan if one is necessary. The pile
should not be disturbed until the documentation takes place and DAHP makes an eligibility
determination.

e Mine No. 7 is potentially eligible and the boundaries have not been determined. More
archaeological work needs to be done to define the boundaries and provided sufficient
information for DAHP to make an eligibility determination. If the site is determined eligible, a
permit from this office will be required to disturb the site.

These comments have been submitted on behalf of the SHPO and are based on the information available
at this time. If further information becomes available, the comments may be revised. Please feel to call
or email me with any questions or clarifications.

Sincerely,

J/JM;@/\,&;

Gretchen Kaehler

Assistant State Archaeologist
(360) 586-3088
gretchen.kaehler@dahp.wa.gov

CC. Johnson Meninick, Yakama Nation
Phil Rigdon, Deputy Director, Natural Resources Division, Yakama Nation
Chris Landreau, RLR

ARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Protect the Past, Shape the Fulure




RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION (DAHP)

Response to DAHP Comment #1: DAHP comments regarding the correct terminology for describing the
coal waste pile features on the City Heights site are acknowledged. This correction has been noted in the
Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3).

Comments regarding the coal waste piles as possible “contributing elements” of Mine No. 5 and Mine
No. 7 are also acknowledged.

Response to DAHP Comment #2: Thank you for the clarification regarding the eligibility and listing of
sites by DAHP on the Washington Heritage Register (WHR) or the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The project archaecologist (Chris Landreau of Reiss-Landreau Research) prepared and submitted
additional documentation to DAHP on July 11, 2010 for DAHP to make a determination of eligibility
regarding potential listing of the two coal slag piles on the City Heights property associated with historic
mining operations in and around this project area. In a letter of response to the City of Cle Elum dated
September 10, 2010, DAHP reported their determination that these features are not eligible for listing on
the NRHP and have been satisfactorily documented. The Reiss-Landreau document and DAHP letter of
response are included on the following pages.

Response to DAHP Comment #3: See the response to DAHP Comment #2. A Letter in Response to Log
060310-05-KT was submitted to DAHP on July 11, 2010.

Response to DAHP Comment #4: See the response to DAHP Comment #2.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

1063 S. Capitol Way, Suite 106 » Olympia, Washington 98501
Mailing address: PO Box 48343 + Olympia, Washington 98504-8343
(360) 586-3065 +« Fax Number (360} 586-3067 < Website: www.dahp.wa.gov

September 10, 2010

Mr. Matt Morton

Planning Commission Chair
City of Cle Elum

301 Pennsylvania Ave

Cle Elum, WA 98922-1159

In future correspondence please refer to:

Log: 060310-05-KT

Property: Archaeological Review and Inventory of the City Heights Development Project, Cle Elum,
Kittitas County, Washington. Additional information

Re: 45KT1960 and 45KT3054 Determined not eligible as contributing elements for Mines No.
S and No. 7

Dear Mr. Morton:

Thank you for contacting the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(DAHP). We have reviewed the additional information provided by Reiss-Landreau Research (RLR)
regarding mine tailing piles that area associated with historic mining operations in and around the City
Heights project area. We have determined that the slag piles associated with the two mines as well as the
road bed associated with Mine No. 7 and recorded as part of 45KT1960, are not eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. Since sites 45KT3054 and 45KT1960 are not eligible for listing in the NRHP
and have already been satisfactorily documented, not further archaeological work or documentation is
required.

Thanks you for providing additional information regarding these two sites. Please feel free to call or
email me if you have any questions or need clarification.

Sincerely,
A ) "
it LN

Gretchen Kaehler

Assistant State Archaeologist
(360) 586-3088
gretchen.kaehler@dahp.wa.gov

CC. Johnson Meninick, Yakama Nation
Phil Rigdon, Deputy Director, Natural Resources Division, Yakama Nation
Chris Landreau, RLR
Vicki Morris, Vicki Morris Consulting Services

PARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Protect the Past. Shape the Fulure




Reiss-Landreau Research

Archaeology and Historic Preservation Consulting

PO Box 2215 Yakima WA. 98907 Phone/Fax (509) 952-5130, 498-9818
chrislandreau@charter.net

Gretchen Kaehler, Local Government Archaeologist
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
1063 S. Capitol Way, Suite 106

P.O. Box 48343

Olympia, Washington 98504-8343

July 11, 2010
Letter in response to Log: 060310-05-KT

RE: Archaeological Review and Inventory of the City Heights Development Project, Cle
Elum, Kittitas County, Washington

Reiss-Landreau Research was asked to discuss the potential eligibility of 45KT1960, and
45KT3054, as contributory to the national register status of either the No. 5 mine, or the No. 7
mine as a whole, or individually, as well as the No 7 mine location boundaries.

The two properties (45KT1960, and 45KT3054) in question are principally piles of industrial
slag from the excavation and processing of coal. Large spoil piles from the Cle Elum mines are
relatively common, although the 45KT1960 site from the No. 7 mine is moderately large, and
isolated from other piles. 45KT1960 also has a small well- worn jeep trail leading away north of
it that may have at one time been part of the rail dump system of the mines. The 45KT3054 site
is a series of piles deposited from the No. 5 mine.

Both properties are singular features, and can be seen as components of the mines from which
they were extracted. The features are not of themselves likely eligible to the National Register of
Historic places, given that they do not meet any of the four eligibility criteria in isolation.

a. that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or

b. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
c. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or

method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and



Reiss-Landreau Research

Archaeology and Historic Preservation Consulting

1103 S. 32 Ave Yakima WA. 98902 Phone/Fax (509) 952-5130, 453-4145
chrislandreau@charter.net

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or

d. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

There is little question that both the No. 5 and No. 7 mines themselves are likely eligible to the
national register of historic places, both for their local importance to the development of the Cle
Elum community, for locally important personages, and for information that the mines may
provide about mining techniques of that period. In other words they have potential under criteria
a, b, and d.

However, the question for this project specifically, is; are these slag piles contributing
components to the potential eligibility of either mine.

Are they functionally or contributionally unique? No. In terms of examples of slag piles, there
are a significant number of piles north of 45KT1960, and 45KT3054, which will not be impacted
by this project. Indeed, as they have been recorded to standard site forms and entered into the
permanent archive of DAHP in Olympia, the details of their existence has been documented.

Do they provide information critical to our understanding of the mines, and in their absence
would the mines be eligible to the national register: No, the mines themselves with all of their
constructed components and associated material remains are potentially eligible, with or without
some of the ubiquitous slag deposits.

In fact, we must argue that the slag piles, and the small (possible) road bed feature, are not
contributory to the national register eligibility of either mine. The piles are not the result of
careful human construction, but rather convenient dumping spots for post industrial detritus.
Indeed, the mines themselves, both located away from the City Heights project, do not lose any
of their potential eligibility through the loss of either slag pile.

Therefore, aside from the clear aesthetic improvement, our final recommendation is to allow the
removal of the slag piles related to the mining of coal from the No. 5 and No. 7 mines in Cle
Elum. They are not seen as significant contributing elements to the national register eligibility of
either mine. To extrapolate from this point, if the features are not contributory to the National
Register status of either mine, they must therefore be unlikely to contribute to a National
Register Historic District, regardless of the differences in the criteria.



Reiss-Landreau Research

Archaeology and Historic Preservation Consulting

PO Box 2215 Yakima WA. 98907 Phone/Fax (509) 952-5130, 498-9818
chrislandreau@charter.net

Finally, Mine No. 7 is clearly listed as located north of the City Heights project area on
topographic maps and aerial photography. Shafts from No. 5 and No. 7 have been documented
to run under the entire city of Cle Elum, and are available on any number of salient mining
surveys. However, those shafts that run deep below the surface are not going to be impacted by
this project, and were not part of the original cultural inventory.

Thak you for your consideration,
Christopher Landreau

Principal Investigator
Reiss-Landreau Research



©

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

15 W Yakima Ave, Stc 200 « Yakima, WA 98902-3452 « (509) 575-2490

June 7, 2010

Matt Morton, Community Development Director
City of Cle Elum

119 W, First Street

Cle Elum, WA 98922-1159

Re: City Heights Planned Mixed-Use Development
Dear Mr. Morton:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for City Heights Planned Mixed-Use development. We have reviewed the documents and
have the following comments.

Air Quality

Department of Ecology would like to commend the project proponent for mitigation
measures proposed thus far. The commitments to a nearly smoke-free project will go a
long way toward sustainable development for a healthy future.

Why is this so important?

Fine particle pollution from smoke is hazardous to public health.

e Hundreds of national and international studies now show that exposure to fine
particles can cause or exacerbate heart and lung diseases in susceptible
populations that may result in death. The American Heart Association recently
stated that both short- and long-term exposures to fine particles “can trigger
cardiovascular disease-related mortality and non-fatal events,” including heart
attacks, heart failure, arrhythmias, and strokes.



/
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Mr. Morton
June 7, 2010
Page 2

¢ Ecology’s own study on the health effects of fine particle pollution in Washington
estimates that 1,100 people die each year from exposure to particulate matter, and
that the health care and societal costs of exposure-related disease approach $200
million per year. (As a comparison, the Washington Traffic Safety Commission
reported 521 traffic-related fatalities in Washington in 2008.)

e Smoke from outdoor fires can directly impact local populations, but can also
travel long distances and adversely impact public health in communities
downwind. Pollution from wood stoves is a significant contributor to high levels
of fine particle pollution in Washington communities, especially in winter.

o During stagnant air and inversion periods, these and other pollutants can be
trapped close to the ground for several days, gradually increasing both the base
and peak levels of pollution — and exposing citizens to increasingly dangerous
levels of pollution,

The Environmental Protection Agency is expected to toughen its fine particle pollution
standard in late 2011.
e A reduced 24-hour fine particle standard could place additional Washington
communities at risk of violation.

o Dirty air status carries negative economic consequences, including tougher, more
expensive permit conditions for new and expanding businesses that can limit
growth and overall community vitality.

e Controlling smoke from woodstoves and outdoor burning is essential to reduce
fine particle health risk and keep communities in compliance with federal air
quality standards.

In this regard, with respect to smoke impacts, it is our understanding that there will be:
o no outdoor burning of any kind during the construction phase

e o outdoor burning of any kind in the developed-condition
e no residential wood-burning appliances allowed in this project.

In addition, Ecology would like to urge additional caution in working in and around the
historic coal mining areas.
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/
F « Dust that originates from these areas can be particularly toxic.

» Contractor bid specs, expectations, and associated funding should address this
concern with the utmost seriousness and implementation should be carried out
with competence. '

e Recommended mitigation measures such as those described on page 3.2-9 should
be made enforceable requirements, and not left standing as mere
recommendations.

If you have any questions concerning the Air Quality comments, please contact Susan
Billings at (509) 575-2486.

-

Water Quality — Construction Stormwater

Project Greater-Than 1 Acre with Potential to Discharge Off-Site

The size of this development indicates an Individual Stormwater Construction Permit
may be required. This will take longer than the minimum 45 days.

An NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit from the Washington State
Department of Ecology is required if there is a potential for stormwater discharge from a
construction site with more than one acre of disturbed ground. This permit requires that
the SEPA checklist fully disclose anticipated activities including building, road
construction and utility placements. Obtaining a permit is a minimum of a 45 day
process and may take up to 60 days if the original SEPA does not disclose all proposed
activities.

The permit requires that Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Erosion Sediment
Control Plan) is prepared arid implemented for all permitted construction sites. These
control measures must be able to prevent soil from being carried into surface water (this

includes storm drains) by stormwater runoff. Permit coverage and erosion control
measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading or construction.

More information on the stormwater program may be found on Ecology's stormwater

8’4

website at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ . Please



Mr. Morton
June 7, 2010
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submit an application or contact Lynda Jamison at the Dept. of Ecology, (509) 575-2434,
with questions about this permit.

Water Resources

This project is located in the upper Kittitas County as defined by the Uppér Kittitas
Emergency Ground Water Rule Chapter 173-539A.

Any new uses of groundwater in upper Kittitas County will need to be either a permitted
use authorized by the Department of Ecology (Ecology) or water budget neutral as
determined by Ecology. Unless a building permit was granted and vested prior to July
16, 2006, a prospective water user shall first submit to Ecology a request for
determination that the proposed use would be water budget neutral.

New groundwater pumping is allowed under the extended rule when the new use is fully
mitigated. Mitigation can generally be achieved by acquiring and transferring or retiring
another existing water right from the same water source to offset a new use. Please refer
to WAC 173-539A, the Upper Kittitas Emergency Ground Water Rule for additional
information.

In Washington State, prospective water users must obtain authorization from the
Department of Ecology before diverting surface water or withdrawing ground water, with
one exception. Ground water withdrawals of up to 5,000 gallons per day used for single
or group domestic supply, industrial purposes, stock watering or for the irrigation of up to
one-half acre of lawn and garden are exempt from the permitting process. Water use
under the RCW 90.44.050 exemption establishes a water right that is subject to the same
privileges, restrictions, laws and regulations as a water right permit or certificate obtained
directly from Ecology.

On March 28, 2002 the Washington State Supreme Court ruled that the RCW 90.44.050
permit exemption does not apply where a developer of a residential subdivision proposes
multiple wells to serve each lot in the development because in combination, the
withdrawal will exceed the exemption criteria.




Mr. Morton
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In Section 3.3 Water Resources of the Draft EIS, there is a discussion using “individual
water right permit-exempt wells” as an alternative for providing potable water to the
development or a portion of. There is also a discussion of achieving “water-budget-
neutral use of groundwater wells” for this project. This project proposes the development
of a minimum of 875 dwelling units. This will obviously exceed the use of a
groundwater exemption of 5,000 gallons per day and therefore, the use of individual
water right permit-exempt wells or water budget neutral use of groundwater wells would
be an inappropriate use of the groundwater exemption.
This project requires water rights. Listed below are some of the options available to
provide water to this project:

e Water provided by the city. The Draft EIS discusses the possibility of being
annexed and served by the City of Cle Elum. The City of Cle Elum will be
responsible for ensuring the proposed use(s) are within the limitations of its water
rights. If the proposal’s actions are different than the existing water right (source,
purpose, the place of use, or period of use), then it is subject to approval from the

Department of Ecology (DOE) pursuant to Sections 90.03.380 RCW and
90.44.100 RCW.

» Obtain valid water rights to serve the preject. Again, if the proposal’s actions
are different than water rights obtained to serve the project they are subject to
approval from DOE as stated above.

o Apply for a new water right. A new water right may be authorized contingent
upon, but not limited to, providing adequate mitigation water.

¢ Any combination of the above.

Ecology received a water right application from Green Canyon LLC, Cooper Pass LLC,
and Highmark Resources LLC (City Heights) on June 5, 2009. Ecology is currently in
the process of reviewing this application. This application was assigned identifier
number G4-35245.

The Department of Ecology encourages the development of public water supply systems,
whether publicly or privately owned, to provide water to regional areas and
developments.

The Draft EIS discusses wells on the project site, some well locations are known and
others are unknown. The proponent is responsible for inspecting the site to determine the
location of all existing wells. Any unused wells must be properly abandoned and

/
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abandonment reports submitted to DOE as described in WAC 173-160-381. This
includes resource protection wells and any dewatering wells installed during the
construction phase of the project.

All water wells constructed shall be in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 173-
160 WAC by a driller licensed in the State of Washington. A well report must be
submitted to the Department of Ecology within 30 days after completion of a well.

If you have any questions concerning the Water Resources comments, please contact
Breean Zimmerman at (509) 454-7647.

Shorelands/Environmental Assistance

In order to evaluate both direct and indirect impacts to streams and wetlands, more details
are necessary regarding hydrologic regime of the site and proposed placement of
infrastructure. Placement of trail systems, stormwater systems, utilities, snow removal
areas, staging areas, and all fill and excavation areas, etc. should be shown on a large
base map. The base map would ideally show proposed lot lines, open space,
wetlands/streams and their proposed buffers.
Larger wetland buffers (than those required by either the Cle Elum City Critical Area
Ordinance or the Xittitas County Critical Area Ordinance) may be needed to protect
wildlife functions, based on Best Available Science as cited in Ecology Guidance on
Wetland Mitigation (“Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Parts 1 and 2
publication number 06-06-011a and b). Protection for wildlife from impacts from
residential development that is more dense than 1 unit per acre generally requires greater
buffer sizes. Table 7 in section 6.6.1.1. in Ecology’s document provides a list of
mitigation measures that can be taken to reduce impacts from high —intensity
developments. Ecology recommends that these items be included in any development
agreement between the City/County and the applicant. A copy of this table is provided as
an attachment to this letter.

Offsite wetlands which could be affected by the proposal should be described and
protected. Small wetlands should also be afforded protection and mitigation for lost
functions.




Mr. Morton
June 7, 2010

Page 7

s

All impacts to wetlands (including those off-property affected by access road
construction) should be evaluated and mitigated. If a 404 water quality permit is needed
through the Army Corps of Engineers, a 401 water quality certification review will be
conducted by Ecology. This review will encompass all water quality impacts for the
entire project, including those impacts in uplands which could potentially impact site
water quality. If a 404 review is not required by the Corps of Engineers, Ecology can
use an administrative Order to authorize impacts to “isolated” wetlands under 90.49
RCW.

If you have any questions concerning the Shorelands/Environmental Assistance
comments, please contact Catherine Reed at (509) 575-2616.

Sincerely,

/4%46/& (fum,

Gwen Clear

Environmental Review Coordinator
Central Regional Office

(509) 575-2012

Enclosure
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Chapter 6 - Determining Appropriate and Adequate.Compensatory Mitigation .

Table 7. Measures to minimize high-impact land use on wetlandss®.

Examples of Activities and Uses that Examples of Measures to Minimize Impacts
Disturbance -‘Cause Disturbarnices S L e :
Lights * Parking lots * Direct lights away from wetland
* Warehouses ‘
* Manufacturing
* Residential
Noise * Manufacturing * Locate activity that generates noise away from
* Residential wetiand
Toxic runoff* * Parking lots ¢ Route all new, untreated runoff away from wetland
« Roads while ensuring wetland is not dewatered
. * Establish covenants limiting use of pesticides within
) ;"a“:‘a";“!"“g 150 ft of wetland
es:. en‘ alareas . * Apply integrated pest management
* Application of agricultural
pesticides
* Landscaping
Stormwater runoff * Parking lots * Retrofit stormwater detention and treatment for roads
* Roads and existing adjacent development
. . * Prevent channelized flow from lawns that directly
Manufacturing enters the buffer
* Residential areas
» Commercial
* Landscaping
Change in water * Impermeable surfaces * Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into buffer new
regime e Lawns runoff from impervious surfaces and new fawns
¢ Tilling
Pets and human * Residential areas s Use privacy fencing; plant dense vegetation
disturbance appropriate for the ecoregion to delineate buffer edge
and to discourage disturbance; place wetland and its
buffer in a separate land ownership tract
Dust * Tilled fields * Use best management practices to control dust
* These examples are not necessarily adequate for minimizing toxic runoff if threatened or endangered species are
present at the site.

30  Thisis not a complete list of measures. Other measures may be proposed by an apphcant or be
determined to be relevant to a specific site.

Wetland Mitigation in Washington State - Part 1, Version 1

89




RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Response to Ecology Comment #1: Ecology’s comments regarding Air Quality and the applicant’s
proposed measures to avoid outdoor burning and residential wood burning are acknowledged.

Response to Ecology Comment #2: Standards of care will be followed when working in and around
abandoned coal mine workings, as described in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Sections 3.1.4 and 3.1.5.

Response to Ecology Comment #3: Ecology’s comments regarding construction are acknowledged. The
requirement for one or more NPDES Construction Stormwater Permits is noted in the Draft EIS in the
Fact Sheet (page v), in Chapter 2: Description of the Proposal and Alternatives (page 2-17), and in
Chapter 3: Utilities: Stormwater Management (page 3.18-32). Please note than an EIS was prepared — not
a SEPA Checklist — to address the potential impacts of the City Heights development; proposed, required
and other possible mitigation measures. The proposal to prepare Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans is
also noted on Draft EIS pages 2-17 and 3.18-32, in sections that provide thorough descriptions of the
Stormwater Management proposal during construction and in the developed-condition of the site.

Response to Ecology Comment #4: Ecology’s comments regarding Water Resources are acknowledged.
These issues and the City Heights water resources proposal are thoroughly discussed in Draft EIS Chapter
2 — Description of the Proposal and Alternatives (Section 2.9.2, pages 2-20 through 2-23); Chapter 3
Section 3.3 — Water Resources; at various locations in Chapter 3 Section 3.7 — Relationship to Plans and
Policies; and in Chapter 3 Section 3.18.1 — Utilities: Water Service.

Response to Ecology Comment #5: The Section 3.3 discussion of possible use of individual water right
permit-exempt wells relates to alternatives within the County, rather than the proposal to develop water
resources following annexation of the City Heights property to the City. In particular, permit-exempt
wells are discussed in the Draft EIS as a possible option for Alternative 3B: No Annexation, Development
within the County under Multiple Ownerships. This alternative has the lowest density and the most
uncertainty, as it would not be controlled by one applicant. For this reason, permit-exempt wells may be
an option under this alternative, subject to all applicable regulations, including Ecology’s current
requirement to demonstrate a water budget neutral effect. If this alternative were selected for
implementation (and it is considered the least likely to be selected), additional work may need to be done
to confirm the water supply proposal.

Response to Ecology Comment #6: Ecology’s water right requirements are acknowledged. The water
right application noted in this comment is the water right proposed to serve the City Height development.
Thorough discussions of the water right proposal and the work done by the applicant to comply with
Ecology’s requirements is provided Draft EIS Chapter 2 Section 2.9.2, and Chapter 3 Sections 3.3 and
3.18.1.

Response to Ecology Comment #7: Ecology’s comments with regard to existing and proposed wells on
the City Heights site are acknowledged and will be complied with.

Response to Ecology Comment #8: Four conceptual land use plans were evaluated as the Draft EIS
alternatives (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6). The actual site plan to be developed on the City Heights site has
not yet been confirmed or designed to the level of detail requested in this comment. When the actual
proposed site plan has been prepared, it will be used when the permitting process begins to more
specifically evaluate and quantify potential impacts to wetlands and streams. The wetland delineation and
stream survey prepared for the site, as well as additional baseline assessment information to be collected
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regarding surface drainage problems and groundwater seepage downstream from the City Heights
property, will be taken into consideration when identifying where proposed development features could
impact the hydrologic system.

Response to Ecology Comment #9: The City acknowledges receipt of Table 7 from the document
Wetland Mitigation in Washington State — Part 1, Version 1 (page 89), and will take these measures under
advisement when writing mitigation conditions to be included in the Development Agreement for City
Heights. Most of these measures are identified under proposed, required, or other possible mitigation
measures in the Light and Glare, Noise, Utilities: Stormwater Management, Wetlands and Streams,
Wildlife and Habitat, and Air Quality sections of the Draft EIS.

Response to Ecology Comment #10: Off-site areas adjacent to the City Heights property were reviewed
by the wetlands consultant (Ed Sewall, Sewall Wetland Consulting, Inc.) within a distance of 100 feet or,
where visible from the site or public roads, out a distance of several hundred feet. The only other wetlands
in the vicinity of the site are a wetland located upslope to the north and off-site from Wetland E/EE , and
a small area of wetland along Crystal Creek south of the site and on the opposite side of the Coal Mines
Trail (see Draft EIS Figure 3.4-2). The northerly off-site wetland is located several hundred feet away
from the north edge of the property (north of the power line corridor), along the Stream D corridor. This
wetland is buffered from the City Heights property by forested area. It is also located above the drainage
of the site and as such, would not be affected by the City Heights development as the subject property is
located lower than the wetland. The southerly off-site wetland is a small area of scrub-shrub and forested
wetland located approximately 100 feet south of the site along the south side of Crystal Creek. This area
is roughly due south of Wetland G and separated from the City Heights property by the Coal Mines Trail.
No impacts to this wetland are anticipated as its drainage is separated from the site by the trail in this area.
Other than small areas of impact for road construction described in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.4, the
proposal includes preserving and protecting all wetlands on the property. A mitigation plan will be
prepared and implemented to compensate for lost wetland area and wetland functions in areas o f impact.

Response to Ecology Comment #11: The possible requirement a Section 404 water quality permit from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and associated Section 401 water quality certification from Ecology
are noted in the Draft EIS Fact Sheet (page v). The possible permit requirements and RCW 90.49
Administrative Order authority have been added to the Final EIS Fact Sheet, and to Draft EIS Section 3.4
by means of the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3).
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State of Washington

Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Central Region — Ellensburg District Office, 201 Novth Pearl, Ellensburg. WA 98926
- Phone: (509) 962-3421. Fax (509) 925-4702

June 4, 2010

Mr. Matt Morton

Community Development Director
City of Cle Elum

119 W. First Street

Cle Elum, WA 98922-1159

RE: City Heights Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments to the draft City Heights proposal,
Additional comments will follow as the proposal progresses.

Water

The City of Cle Elum has water rights in excess of their current necds and use. It is proposed
that unused portions of their tights be applicd to the new development in their expanded urban
growth area, namely, City Heights. That unused water has up to this time contributed to in-
stream flows in the Yakima River Basin, Excrcise of that right is not exempt from analysis. The
impacts of these new withdrawals on flow as well as the consumptive portion of the use should
be analyzed.

Information is needed that quantifies the municipal or other water ri ghts that exist to service Cle
Elum, South Cle Elum, Suncadia and the City Heights development. Becausc of the
intcrconnected nature of the water supply, dclivery and treatment system, more information is
nceded. What is thc combined quantity available? How much is being used currently from each
right? From which right(s) will the water come to service City Heights? What is the current level
of water use and what will the use be when City Heights is fully developed?

o

Spread of Development

Induced development is a concern when infrastructure is extended to a new location. We have
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/ ’\conccms with future development extending beyond the proposed envelope associated with the

City Heights proposal. What measures arc in place or are proposed that would prevent
development from continuing to march outward from this proposal? The Cle Elum Property
Partners LLC and the Central Cascaded Land Company Inc. property boarder or are adjacent to
the City Heights proposal. Their development appears ticd to City Hejghts. Beyond those
properties mentioned, what mcasures prevent development on other adjoining areas utilizing
mﬁ'astructure that will be developed as part of the City Heights development?

] Urban Interfacé’

As development expands into forestland, catastrophic fire and forest health are significant causes
for concern. The impacts of these issues extend beyond the boundaries of the proposal. Fire
travels from the developed atca to the forestlauds or from the forestlands to the developed arcas.
Doing forestry in a residential setting is extremely problematic with so many individual
landowners with different idcas regarding their individual parcels. Controlling disease outbreaks
or fire within or onto adjoining property should be addressed comprehensively in thc FEIS.

L

r~\,'Vﬂd]ife: Conflicts

Placing homes in formerly undeveloped forested areas brings residents in closc proximity to-
wildlife. Large animals (deer, elk, bear and mountain lion) or other wildlife that could exist
without conflicts can now cause problems in a residential setting. Responding to these issues is
logistically and financially burdensome to WDFW. Measures to prevent conflicts and/or hold the
agency hatrnless for the problems created by this proposal should be fully addressed in the FEIS.

rQOpen Space

Open space should be usefil and permeable to wildlife so that wildlife can utilize it and travel
through it. The character of the open space should be fully detailed. ‘Will it be lawns or native
vegetation? The plan for open spacc should be dcmﬂed How it will be protected and

maintained through timc?

ho=

Storm Water

WDFW strongly discourages the usc of stream corridors and riparian buffers for stormwater
treatment and detention facilities. Capture or failurc of these facilities can dircctly deliver to
strearns and habitat in lost or is perpetually disturbed through maintenance measures.

—
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-
Mitigation for Lost Habitat

Significant unavoidable adverse impact figures of 195 to 205 acres of wildlife habitat are cited at
the bottom of page 3.5-12. Wildlifc habitat is lost through time by individual actions.
Cumulatively, these individual actions degrade the natural environment at a significant scale and
the carrying capacity of the area is reduced. Our natural heritage is diminished. While it may be
beyond the means of an individual lot owner to mitigate the impacts of developing their home
site, the significant expansion of an urban growth area is a reasonablc opportunity to address
these effects. Additjonally, the acreage figures do not address the cultural carrying capacity
changes that take place. Many species are unwelcome in an urban sctting. Calling somcthing
habitat or open space does not necessarily mean it will be accupied or utilized by all the species
that formerly occupied the arca or were native to the area.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide thesc comments. If you have any questions regarding
these comments, please fecl free to contact me. I can be reached at (509) 962-3421.

Sincerely,

P lonk oS Dok

Mark S. Teske
WDFW Habitat

cc: Perry Harvester, WDFW Region 3 Habitat Program Manager






RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF
FisH AND WILDLIFE

Response to WDFW _Comment #1: The Washington Department of Ecology is the agency responsible
for administering water rights in the State of Washington, and for determining the impact analysis and
mitigation commitments required. The City Heights applicant had been engaged in Ecology’s water right
process for two years at the time of this writing for a transfer to serve the majority of the development.
There is no known policy or regulation that requires the City to reanalyze its water right to allocate
available supply to development within the incorporated area.

Response to WDFW Comment #2: The cumulative impact analysis is provided in Draft EIS Chapter 1
Section 1.5 (Chapter 1, pages 1-52 through 1-54), and in Final EIS Section 1.6. This section was prepared
in accordance with the requirements of the SEPA Guidelines, as cited therein. The City Heights property
and Cle Elum Pines property (28.44 acres) are within the City of Cle Elum Urban Growth Area (UGA),
and as such are anticipated to develop at urban levels within the current 20-year planning period
(2005—-2025). The Draft EIS acknowledges that development to the north (Cle Elum Property Partners)
may be facilitated by improved access and the extension of City utilities and services through the City
Heights site; however, this property is not presently within the UGA or within the City limits, and thus
would require land use considerations and environmental review before development could be approved
on that property. The Central Cascades Land Company property (an industrial site) is not contiguous with
City Heights and therefore is not perceived to be facilitated by this development.

Development of the Cle Elum Property Partners and Central Cascades Land Company properties is not
“tied to City Heights” except to the extent that if the City Heights site is annexed to Cle Elum, it would
create a contiguous boundary with the City limits for the Cle Elum Property Partners land to the north,
enabling that owner to apply for annexation if they choose. The City Heights property is not contiguous
with the Central Cascades Land Company site, and thus would not enable annexation of that property.

The City of Cle Elum is responsible under the Washington State Growth Management Act for planning
for future growth (see Draft EIS Chapter 3 Sections 3.7.1, 3.10 and 3.11). As such, it is not the City’s
purpose to “prevent development on other adjoining areas utilizing infrastructure that will be developed
as part of the City Heights development.”

Response to WDFW Comment #3: The potential for an increase in wildland fires is addressed in Draft
EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.17.2 (pages 3.17.2-10 and -12). The issue was discussed with Chief Dave
Campbell of the Cle Elum Fire Department, and with Ray Risdon (Administrative Chief) and Russ Hobbs
(District Chief) of Kittitas County Fire Protection District #7 during Draft EIS preparation. This issue is
addressed in Section 3.17.2 of the Draft EIS (pages 3.17.2-10 and 3.17.2-12). With the urban level of
development proposed on the site under Alternative 1, 2, or 3A, it is not anticipated that individual
property owners will engage in forestry practices on their lots in the completed condition of the
development. If Alternative 3B is selected (No Annexation: Development within the County under
Multiple Ownerships), this may be a consideration for the County to address.

The City has requested that a Vegetation Management Plan be prepared to address the health and safety
of trees that will remain on the site following development.

Response to WDFW _Comment #4: Potential conflicts between large animals and residents of the City
Heights development are disclosed in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.5, along with possible mitigation
measures to minimize or avoid these potential conflicts. The fact that WDFW discourages situations that
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would require commitment of resources and/or enforcement by WDFW personnel is specifically noted on
page 3.5-12, based on the WDFW letter of comment received during the Scoping process for this EIS.

Response to WDFW _Comment #5: Details of the open space proposal for the project had not yet been
developed at the time the conceptual land use alternatives were evaluated in the Environmental Impact
Statement.

Habitat conservation areas are defined in the City of Cle Elum Municipal Code (CEMC) Critical Areas
Code as riparian corridors, habitats of local importance, and habitats associated with protected species
(CEMC 18.01.030). Of these, only riparian corridors occur on the City Heights property. The proposal
includes retaining these areas in the Alternative 1, 2 or 3A conceptual land use plans. Habitat areas to be
retained on the site (wetlands, streams, buffers, and open space corridors) will provide links to the large
forested area to the north that includes more than 1,000,000 acres of commercial forest and wilderness.
The proposal to retain open space corridors and connections through the development to off-site habitat
areas would partially off-set habitat fragmentation that would result from site development. This would
retain shelter and sources of food for small mammals and birds, but could have the undesirable effect of
also maintaining corridors for large mammals and predators to move through the site (Draft EIS Section
3.5, page 3.5-10 and -11).

Response to WDFW Comment #6: WDFW comments discouraging use of stream corridors and riparian
buffers for stormwater treatment and detention facilities are acknowledged. The stormwater management
system to be installed on the City Heights property during construction and in the developed condition
will comply with Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington, as discussed in
Draft EIS Chapter 2 Section 2.9.1 (pages 2-16 through 2-20).

Response to WDFW Comment #7: The impacts described in WDFW Comment #7 are acknowledged
and are disclosed in Draft EIS Section 3.5. The proposal includes retaining the highest-value habitat areas
on the property: wetlands, streams and their buffers. The Draft EIS discloses that there will be a reduction
in the number and diversity of wildlife species and overall carrying capacity of the site. The EIS
concludes, however, that the project will not have a significant unavoidable adverse impact to this
element of the environment, and the mitigation measures proposed will further ameliorate those impacts.
Also see paragraph 3 of the response to WDFW Comment #2, above.
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A South Central Ragion
' ’ Washington State 2809 Rudkin Road, Union Gap

Departmen g P.O. Bax 12560
partment of Transportation Vaima WA 9650-2560

Paula J. Hammond

Secretary of Transportalion (509) 577-1800
TTY: 1-800-833-6388
June 7’ 2010 www.wsdol.wa.gov
Cle Elum City Hall
115 West First Street
Cle Elum, WA 98922
Attention: Matt Morton, Community Development Director

Subject:  City Heights Draft Environmental Impact Statement

We have reviewed the draft Environemental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed project
and have the following comments.

o

There are four alternatives identified in the DEIS. The preferred alternative (1) and alternative
(2) are both based on the annexation into the City of Cle Elum within the City urban growth
boundaries. The preferred alternative identifies 985 dwelling units of which about 70% are
single family detached homes and the remaining 30% to be condominiums/apartments etc.
Additionally, alternative one contains two 10,000 square feet commercial/professional office use.

All alternatives identify transportation impacts to the following five intersections on SR 903.
From east to west, these include the SR903 Spur, Columbia, Montgomery, Ranger Station Road,
and Alliance Road. The intersections of Columbia, Montgomery and Ranger Station Road are
within the corporate limits of the City, while the SR903 Spur and Alliance Road intersections are

within Kittitas County.

All intersections today operate within the acceptable level of service requirement of “C” or
better. The DEIS suggests that the City LOS threshold is “D.” It is important to note that the

WSDOT standard is LOS C for all of SR903, within or outside the corporate limits of Cle Elum.
e

r\*Pages 1-30 through 1-34 (T'ransportation System) contain a number of points that WSDOT does
not agree with. .

e Throughout this section, the document addresses “proportionate-share mitigation” yet the
project impacts degrade the existing acceptable LOS to below WSDOT standards. The
proportionate share concept has been one which WSDOT has encouraged the local
agency’s to adopt. It is our understanding that no funds have been collected from
previous developments to be contributed to the future intersection or transportation
improvements. Once the LOS threshold is crossed, it is the proponent’s responsibility to
fund the entire improvement.

Page 1-30 suggests that the project impacts to be negotiated are for the PM peak hour

only. While this typically is true, it is oversight to suggest PM peak only. SR903 at

Alliance is an example where the AM peak may create greater impacts due to the school

zone. Both AM and PM should be evaluated.

¢ Page 1-31 refercnces signalized intersections within the City that today are stop or yield
confrolled. It assumes that these intersections will be signalized by others?

R
e

1]
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City of Cle Elum, DEIS City Heights
Page 2

e Page 1-31 references the WSDOT Route Development Plan for SR970. This is a
planning document only, designed to make informed decisions on future needs. There is
no construction funding associated with identified locations. Further, WSDOT has no
short term or mid term project proposed at the SR903/SR903 Spur interscction. This
intersection operates at an acceptable LOS today and is the proponent’s responsibility to
mitigate their impacts to this intersection as it falls below the accepted threshold.

» Also on page 1-31 it appears that a case is made at the Cle Elum Pines and Alliance Road
intersections on SR903 that unless a traffic signal is warranted, no mitigation is
recommended “because the project traffic would not affect the main flow of traffic on

— SR903.” That position is incorrect. Later on page 1-32, it is suggested that City Heights

traffic at full build-out is not expected to increase the number of traffic incidents. We

request to see the justification and/or support data for these two points.

i

WSDOT does agree that “compliance with WSDOT standards would be required for intersection
improvements to SR 903 or any other State routes” as indicated on page 1-32.

In summary, SR903 within the corporate limits of Cle Elum is a managed access highway within
City’s jurisdiction per RCW 47.24. However, improvements to SR903, whether in the form of
additional lanes or channelization, or forms of traffic control do require WSDOT review and
approval. Those segments of SR903 which arc within the County, are within the jurisdiction of
= WSDOT. The DEIS makes repeated references to the City Transportation plan which includes
an enhanced traffic network that is within the County, but as yet, are not constructed. To serve
this North Hills area, the Cle Elum Transportation Plan 2009 (Draft) proposes a new east-west
collector road (North Hills Road) which will run from White Road to SR 903, then to Bullfrog
Road. Additionally, Columbia Avenue and Montgomery Avenue will be extended to North Hills
Road. Oaks Avenue and Stafford Avenue will also be improved to serve this area. WSDOT
fully supports thesc concepts and encourage the City to implement these improvements.

Prior to a determination of the adequacy of this DEIS, WSDOT encourages the City to arrange a
Lmeeting to discuss the project transportation impacts with the County and WSDOT.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any
questions regarding our comments, please contact Rick Holmstrom at (509) 577-1633.

Sincerely,

Bill Preston, P.E.
Regional Materials and Planning Engineer

BP: rh

cc: File #1, SR 903
Terry Kukes, Area 1 Maintenance Superintendent
Jan Ollivier, Kittitas County

Rick Gifford, Region Traffic Engineer
p:\planning\devrevisr90\CIcElum_City 1Icights DEIS.doc



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

Response to WSDOT Comment #1: Recitation of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS and of
WSDOT intersections (currently operating at LOS C or better) that would be affected by project traffic is
acknowledged. It is also acknowledged that the WSDOT Level of Service (LOS) standard forintersections
is LOS C, whether or not the intersection is within the City limits. The Draft EIS (Chapter 2 at pages 2-37
and 3.16-12) reported that as of January 2010, the City of Cle Elum uses Level of Service D as its
standard for acceptable intersection operations. The City has not yet formally taken action to adopt a
Level of Service standard, and is unlikely to do so before this Final EIS is issued. This clarification is
made in the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3). Also see the response to WSDOT Comment #8 below.

Response to WSDOT Comment #2: Traffic analysis performed for the Draft EIS assumed substantial
background growth from other projects that could be developed in the study area through the year 2022.
This included both permitted and speculative developments. Overall, traffic from the growth of
approximately 2,000 residential units plus about 860,000 sf of industrial/commercial space was included
in the future traffic volume forecasts. At the time of the Draft EIS, the forecast methodology was
consistent with the City of Cle Elum Draft Transportation Plan (May 2009). The mitigation needs were
evaluated based on this worst-case growth assumption. Table 2.1-1 (below) summarizes the division of
traffic volumes assumed for each intersection: existing volumes, trip increases associated with growth for
future projects (not including City Heights), and City Heights trips for Alternatives 1 and 2. It is noted
that the access option differed between Alternative land Alternative 2. This table shows that at several
locations the background growth associated with other projects far exceeded to number of trips generated
by the City Heights project.

Table 2.1-1. PM peak hour traffic volumes assumed in City Heights Draft EIS at select intersections.

Total PM Peak Hour Trips Entering Intersection
City Heights Trips Total Volume
Future
Existing  Background lith City Hts’ith City Hts
Intersection Growth | Alt1® Alt2”° Alt 1 Alt2
N Stafford Ave/W 2nd St (SR 903) 750 372 461 432 1,583 1,554
Oakes Avenue/ W 2nd Street 480 297 346 465 1,123 1,242
S Cle Elum Wy/W st Street/Stafford
Ave 1,141 396 135 134 1,672 1,671

Oakes Ave/W 1st St 1,167 452 49 174 1,668 1,793
Columbia Ave/E 1st St 566 499 261 168 1,326 1,233
SR 903/SR 907 447 606 262 167 1,315 1,220
W Cemetery Rd/W 1st Street 861 420 148 185 1,429 1,466

The City of Cle Elum is in the process of updating its growth forecasts for the final Transportation Plan,
which will likely have fewer units and less commercial space developed by the year 2030. However, the
new growth forecasts were not yet available.
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To show how the background growth assumptions resulted in the need for many of the mitigation
measures recommended in the Draft EIS, new analysis was performed assuming a year 2022 forecast with
lower growth. For this analysis, a simple 3 percent per year growth rate on existing volumes was assumed
(overall compounded growth for 13 years of 47 percent). Then the City Heights traffic for Alternative 1
was added to that traffic. No changes in existing traffic control were assumed. Table 2.1-2 below
summarizes the results for key intersections where improvements were recommended for the prior
analysis.

Table 2.1-2. PM peak hour level of service summary for select intersections — future year 2022 conditions
assuming only 3 percent per year growth in background traffic.

Year 2022 Future Conditions w/ 3%
Background Growth Only (w/o Year 2022 Future Conditions
City Heights) with City Heights

Unsignalized Intersections® LOS Delay LOS Delay
W Cemetery Road/W 1st Street

Northbound Left-turn F 74.0 F >200

Southbound Approach F 135.7 F >400
Columbia Avenue/E 1st Street

Northbound Approach C 15.3 C 21.4

Southbound Approach C 17.2 E 39.6
SR 903/SR 970

Northbound Approach B 13.1 C 18.6
Stafford Avenue/W 2nd Street (SR 903)

Northbound Left-turn F 76.7 F >300

Southbound Approach C 18.8 F 134.5
Oakes Avenue/W 2nd Street (SR 903)

Northbound Left-turn C 16.5 E 37.0

Southbound Approach B 13.8 C 20.1
Alliance Road/SR 903*

Northbound Left-turn C 23.1 D 30.7
Southbound Left-turn C 23.1 D 32.6

Source: Heffron Transportation, July 2010.

LOS = Level of service.

Delay = Average seconds of delay per vehicle.

Level of service and delay reported for worst operating movement/approach at unsignalized intersection.
LOS assumes site would take access via Alliance Road.

WD

Two of the intersections — W Cemetery Road/W 1st Street and Stafford Avenue/W 2nd Street (SR 903) —
would operate at LOS F conditions with more modest growth than had been assumed in the Draft EIS.
These two locations would require improvement with or without the proposed City Heights project.
Therefore, contributing to a proportionate share of a solution is a reasonable mitigation approach. Two of
the intersections would have left turn movements that would operate at LOS E — the northbound left turn
from Oakes Avenue to W 2nd Street and the southbound left turn from Columbia Avenue to E 1st Street.
With this more modest growth, both of those movements would be improved to LOS C if a two-way left
turn lane were striped on the major street. This would allow turns from a stop-sign to make a two-stage
left turn. No signals would be needed. The intersection of SR 903/SR 907 would operate at LOS C with
modest background growth and the addition of City Heights traffic, and no improvement would be
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needed. The intersection of Alliance Road/SR 903 would have side street left turns degraded from LOS C
to LOS D if Alliance Road is selected as the project’s west access.

Potential mitigation measures for affected intersections are described at the end of the responses to the
WSDOT letter. Appropriate transportation mitigation will be negotiated with WSDOT in conjunction
with preparation of the Development Agreement for City Heights.

Response to WSDOT Comment #3: Comments were received after school was dismissed for the
summer; therefore, it was not possible to obtain new traffic counts on SR 903 at Alliance Road to
evaluate AM peak hour conditions. Alternatively, historic counts were researched. All major studies
performed in this area — City of Cle Elum Draft Transportation Plan (May 2009), WSDOT SR 903 Route
Development Plan (January 2004), Kittitas County Long Range Transportation Plan (June 2008), and
ongoing traffic monitoring performed for Suncadia (Transportation Solutions, Inc., 2008) — evaluated
only PM peak hour conditions. In fact, a search of these resources revealed no AM peak hour traffic
volumes or analysis. It is for this reason that PM peak hour conditions were evaluated for the City Heights
Draft EIS.

In 2007, WSDOT performed a three-day traffic count on SR 903 at milepost 2.28 (at the Roslyn Creek
Bridge west of Stafford Avenue). This count was performed in June when school was in session. These
counts were compiled to show how traffic volumes fluctuate by time of day. These volumes are shown on
Figure 2.1-1 below. This chart shows that there is a westbound peak in morning traffic, which could be
related to school trips. However, overall AM peak hour volumes are about the same as the PM peak hour
volumes. Also, at the Alliance Road intersection, traffic conditions would be worst after school when
traffic is exiting that site. Therefore, it is unlikely that AM peak hour operations would be worse than PM
peak hour operations.
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Figure 2.1-1. Hourly traffic volumes — SR 903 at milepost 2.28 (East of Stafford Avenue).

700
== Westbound
600 = = Eastbound A
Total
500
3
I 400
g
%300—
>
J
200 +
A
’ ‘\
/' '\'\
100 * -
/- N
¢ S~
<d \~
0 - - ————— T — — T
552252252255222222222222
< < < < < < i oo oadadao oo a o
8 8838883388 8388¢8838883 388 8 3
§ 4 &4 & ¥ b 6~ & 6 8 94 & 4 & &6 F 68 68~ 8 65 5 o

Time Beginning

Source: Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) Traffic Data Office, Counts were performed on
Tuesday, June 5, 2007 through Thursday June 7, 2007.

Response to WSDOT Comment #4: See the response to WSDOT Comment #2 above. Future
signalization is needed at these intersections if the substantial growth assumed in this report occurs. The
City Heights project by itself would not trigger the need for the signals. However, if background growth
is lower, then signals would only be needed at two of the intersections: W Cemetery Road/W 1st Street
and Stafford Avenue/W 2nd Street (SR 903). These intersections would operate at LOS F without the
City Heights project; therefore, it is reasonable to assume that City Heights would only be responsible for
a proportionate share of the mitigation need. With lower background growth, left turns at two of the
intersections — the northbound left turn from Oakes Avenue to W 2nd Street and the southbound left turn
from Columbia Avenue to E 1st Street — could be improved to LOS C if a two-way left turn lane were
striped on the major street; no signals would be needed. Finally, with lower background growth, no signal
would be needed at the SR 903/SR 907 intersection.

Potential mitigation measures for affected intersections are described at the end of the responses to this
letter. Appropriate transportation mitigation plan will be negotiated with WSDOT in conjunction with
preparation of the Development Agreement for City Heights.

Response to WSDOT Comment #5: See WSDOT Comment #2 and the response to that comment
above. Future degradation of the SR 903/SR 903 Spur intersection (referred to in the City Heights Draft
EIS as SR 903/SR 907) would occur if the substantial background growth assumed for this intersection
were to occur. As shown in Table 2.1-1 above, background traffic volumes were assumed to increase by
over 600 vehicles per hour through this intersection. The City Heights project was expected to add an
estimated 170 to 260 trips depending on the alternative selected. Therefore, background growth
contributed more than three times the traffic increase compared to the City Heights project. If a more
moderate background growth rate is assumed (3 percent per year), and City Heights traffic is added to that
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volume, then the intersection would continue to operate at LOS C in the future and no improvements
would be needed.

Response to WSDOT Comment #6: The western access point to City Heights could be either through
the Cle Elum Pines (Deneen) property or at Alliance Road. As described in Response to WSDOT
Comment #2 above, left turns from Alliance Road onto SR 903 could operate at LOS D in the future.
However, the affected movement’s volume would be too low to warrant a traffic signal (less than 20
vehicles per hour for even the highest-volume alternative). The same would be true for an access through
the Deneen property. Therefore, it is recommended that the west end of the project be served by two
access points that are interconnected through the site. With this layout, motorists would likely choose to
egress the site via the Stafford Avenue route instead of waiting to turn left at Alliance Road.

Response to WSDOT Comment #7: Only a portion of the statement made on Draft EIS page 1-32 is
noted in WSDOT Comment #7, suggesting that the commentor may have construed that the Draft EIS
suggests development of City Heights at full build-out is not expected to increase traffic incidents within
the area studied. The entirety of that statement addresses the concern raised by WSDOT. It provides:
“City Heights traffic at full build-out is not expected to increase the number of traffic incidents within the
study area other than in proportion to the affect of additional cars on City streets and WSDOT highways.”
This is a fair statement, as nothing unique is anticipated with traffic that would be generated by City
Heights that would generate a higher proportion of traffic incidents. It is recognized that motorists who
experience long delays at a stop sign may choose to turn into a gap that is too short, increasing the risk of
an accident. For this reason, a secondary means of egress is proposed to the west end of the City Heights
project so that motorists can choose to egress the site via Stafford Avenue instead of at Alliance Road.

Response to WSDOT Comment #8: Statements with which WSDOT does agree regarding the
requirement to comply with WSDOT standards are acknowledged. These requirements are noted in the
Draft EIS Fact Sheet (page vi), and in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.16, Transportation (page 3.16-31).

Response to WSDOT Comment #9: The Draft EIS traffic analysis, which evaluated the worst-case
growth condition, did not reveal any “fatal flaws” to traffic along SR 903 that could not be mitigated at
the affected intersection. A new collector road would not be an appropriate mitigation measure as the EIS
does not identify any significant unavoidable adverse impacts to SR 903 transportation as a result of the
proposed project.

Summary of Potential Mitigation Measures: A meeting was held on July 26, 2010 with WSDOT
representatives, the City of Cle Elum, Kittitas County representatives, the project proponent, and the
project traffic consultant. It was acknowledged at this meeting that growth assumptions used in the City
Heights Draft EIS likely reflect the worst-case condition. The City described its ongoing process to
reassess its growth forecasts as it finalizes its Transportation Plan. The level of service results presented
in response to Comment #2, which reflect a moderate growth rate, were discussed. Based on this new
analysis and that discussion, the following mitigation measures are suggested for City Heights:

e Stafford Avenue/W 2nd Street (SR 903) — Monitor this intersection to determine when a traffic
signal is warranted. Once warranted, City Heights would pay a proportionate share of the costs of
the signal. Depending on the level of background growth, City Heights traffic would represent 25
percent to 30 percent of the total traffic entering this intersection.

e W Cemetery Road/W 1st Street - Monitor this intersection to determine when a traffic signal is

warranted. Once warranted, City Heights would pay a proportionate share of the costs of the
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signal. City Heights traffic would represent about 10 percent of the total traffic entering this
intersection.

e Oakes Avenue/W 2nd Street — Reconfigure W 2nd Street through this intersection to provide a
center two-way, left-turn lane (TWLTL). City Heights would pay 100 percent of the cost of this
improvement.

o Columbia Avenue/E 1st Street - Reconfigure E 1st Street through this intersection to provide a
center two-way, left-turn lane (TWLTL). City Heights would pay 100 percent of the cost of this
improvement.

e SR 903/SR 970 — No mitigation likely needed. However, the intersection should be monitored to
determine if changes to traffic control or lane configuration are needed in the future. If changes
are needed, then the project should contribute a proportionate share cost. Depending on the level
of background growth and the alternative selected, City Heights traffic would range from 10
percent to 20 percent of total traffic entering this intersection.

¢ Alliance Road/SR 903 — Provide an interconnected, second access point for the west end of the
City Heights project to provide an alternative egress point for motorists.

Appropriate transportation mitigation will be negotiated with WSDOT in conjunction with preparation of
the Development Agreement for City Heights.
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KITTITAS COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Kirk Holmes, Director

June 7, 2010

Matt Morton, Community Development Director
City of Cle Elum

119 W First St

Cle Elum, WA 98922-1159

Dear Mr. Morton,

Kittitas County Public Works has reviewed the City Heights EIS and has the following comments:

1. Alternatives

The difference of 110 units between Alternatives 1 and Alternatives 2 and 3A does not appear
to warrant the reduction in public amenities as much as is proposed by the applicant.

2. Relationship to Plans and Policies

The EIS states if the project was developed in the county, the city would have little or no
influence over development standards for the project and would not be able to protect their
interests or the character and quality the city desires.

If the project were developed in the county, the county would work closely with the city to ensure
the site is developed to city standards. Because the property is located within the Cle Elum
UGA, the property will likely be annexed at some point in the future. Even if the annexation does
not occur for many years, the site should be developed to city standards. The City of Cle Elum
will be able to influence and regulate development of the site, as much as County Code allows.

3. Transportation System

"Haul Routes: Haul routes may require discussion with Kittitas County as well, if any haul routes
are proposed over County roads.

»Roads Proposed Within Power Line Easements: Generally, paved roads within the easement
and parallel o the power lines are not allowed. Before making the assumption that roads can be
| developed within the power line easements, BPA and PSE should be contacted.

[ Access Routes: Alternative 1 proposes access from Montgomery Avenue. This road has a 30’
easement for 320’ and additional easement has not been able to be purchased. A 30’ easement

is not sufficient for construction of a city road.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3a proposéd the use of Columbia Avenue and the private Creekside Road
to access the property. A portion of Creekside Road is located outside of the Cle Elum UGA and

_cannot be a city road. This road would need to remain private.

411 North Ruby Street, Suite 1 TEL  (509) 962-7523
Ellensburg, WA 98926 FAX  (509)962-7663
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Dept. of Public Works
Page 2

rNcm—i\/k}torizsed Facilities: The length of walking paths and trails should be the same in all
alternatives.

NMitiqation Measures: Impacts caused directly by the City Heights project should be mitigated
completely by the applicant, and not through proportionate share mitigation.

Applicable Regulations: Modifications to the SR 903/Alliance Road intersection will also require

_consultation with Kittitas County Public Works.

Sinceregly, § .

Christina Wollman
Kittitas County Department of Public Works

205 West 5", Rm 108 TEL  (509)962-7523
Ellensburg, WA 98926 FAX  (509)962-7663



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE KITTITAS COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC WORKS

Response to KCDPW Comment #1: The Draft EIS states in Chapter 2: Description of the Proposal and
Alternatives (page 2-6) that there would be limited or no public amenities in the Alternative 2
development concept due to reduced resources compared to Alternative 1, and on page 2-8 that all open
space (approximately 161 acres) would be unimproved in Alternative 3A with no public amenities. To
clarify, “reduced resources” means that 110 fewer lots for sale would produce less revenue for amenities
and common area improvements. Medium-valued lots are proposed with a narrow profit margin. The
overall package of mitigation requirements to be specified in the Development Agreement will prioritize
and address the project’s proportionate share costs for transportation system improvements, utilities, and
public services in addition to parks, trails and open space improvements.

The City’s proposed level of service standards for parks, open space and trails reported in Draft EIS
Chapter 3 Section 3.14 are based on a project’s proportionate share of City-wide population. Thus, it is
expected that within the City, alternatives with a reduced number of dwelling units and therefore fewer
residents would provide less in the way of these amenities (see Table 3.14-4 on Draft EIS page 3.14-11
and the associated discussion).

Response to KCDPW _Comment #2: The City agrees with the Kittitas County Department of Public
Works commentor, and accepts the County’s offer to work closely with the City to ensure the site is
developed to urban city standards if the project were to be developed in the County (Alternative 3A or
3B), within the City’s Urban Growth Area (UGA). If the City Heights property develops in the UGA, the
City of Cle Elum further requests that the County enter into an Interlocal Agreement or similar enabling
document that would govern the development standards, responsibilities for on- and off-site mitigations,
and implementation of appropriate conditions based on Best Available Science and Best Management
Practices, to address known significant unavoidable adverse impacts as disclosed in the EIS.

The County’s position expressed in its June 7, 2010 letter of comment regarding the propriety of joint
coordination to ensure the subject area is developed to urban city standards even if in the County is
consistent with discussions the City had with the County during preparation of the Draft EIS.

Response to KCDPW_Comment #3A: Haul route coordination requirements described in Draft EIS
Chapter 2 Section 2.9.4.1 (page 2-27), and Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.16 (page 3.16-30), have been
corrected by means of the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3).

Response to KCDPW _Comment #3B: Numerous statements are made throughout the Draft EIS of the
project proponent’s intent to coordinate proposed development with Puget Sound Energy (PSE) and the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), particularly where improvements (roads, trails, and utilities) are
shown on conceptual land use plans to cross the power line corridors. The property owner (City Heights
project proponent) is the grantor of the easements that allow PSE and BPA to construct, operate, patrol,
maintain, repair, replace, and enlarge electrical transmission and/or distribution lines within these
corridors on the property. The language of the easements granted to PSE and BPA allow the property
owner to “ . . . cross and re-cross the right-of-way at any point and to use said right-of-way for the
purpose of constructing, operating and maintaining communication lines, pipelines, conduits and
roadways . . .”

Response to KCDPW_Comment #3C: If Montgomery Avenue is proposed as a point of access to the
City Heights development in the final site plan configuration selected, it will be the project proponent’s
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responsibility to expand the easement. Draft EIS Alternatives 2 and 3A analyze scenarios in which
Montgomery Avenue would be used for emergency vehicle access only, via the power line corridor.

Response to KCDPW Comment #3D: Comments regarding a portion of Creekside Road being outside
the City limits and therefore needing to remain a private road (rather than developed to City standards)
are acknowledged.

Response to KCDPW Comment #3E: See the response to comments submitted by the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT), including the summary of recommended mitigation measures at
the end of the response to those comments. Appropriate mitigation will be negotiated with affected
agencies in conjunction with preparation of the Development Agreement for City Heights.

Response to KCDPW_Comment #3F: The opinion expressed in this comment is acknowledged. The
author of the Kittitas County Department of Public Works comments (Christina Wollman) participated in
the July 20, 2010 meeting with the City of Cle Elum, WSDOT representatives, project proponent, and
project traffic consultant.

Response to KEDPW Comment #3G: The requirement to coordinate improvements to Alliance Road (if
any) with the Kittitas County Department of Public Works has been added to the Draft EIS Fact Sheet
(page vi), and to Section 3.16 (page 3.16-31) by means of the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3).
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Kittitas County Water District #2
P.O. Box 1186, Ronald, WA 98940

City of Cle Elum
119 West First Street

Cle Elum, WA 98922 May 24, 2010

Attn:  Mr. Matt Morton, Community Development Director.

Re:  City Heights Planned Mixed Use Development Draft EIS.

Mr. Morton,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above issue.

i The first and foremost concern of K.C.W.D. #2 is the amount of water that will be required to
service such a large development. The City Heights project consisting of from 875 to 985 dwelling units,
will require (allowing 350 gallons daily, per unit) 344,750 gallons of water per day. This does not take
into consideration the water nceded for irrigation of the proposed parks nor the commercial use that will
be required.
~ Besides the City Heights proposal, document #1.5-1 shows 466 acres of adjacent land that has
future development potential. It is evidently the intention of the property owners to develop these 466
acres sometime in the future. This adjacent developable land is larger in area than the City Heights
proposal. If the figure of 5.8 dwellings per acre is carried over to the adjacent land there will be another
1000 dwelling units that will need water and sewer service in the future. If our figures are correct that is
another 350,000 gallons of water added to the 344,750 gallons required by City Heights, for a daily
| consumption of 694,750 gallons or 92,881 cubic feet.
- A study of the upper county aquifers has been funded by the State of Washington. This study has
not been started, much less completed. Allowing such a large development to proceed without any idea
of how much water actually exists in the upper county is not justifiable. Considering the other large.
developments proposed for Easton and Ronald it becomes even harder to justify. This project and the
others should be shelved until the water aquifer study is complete. Removing such a large amount of
water daily from the surface waters of the county is bound to affect those communities and small water
districts that are dependent upon ground water. It is an accepted fact that surface water and ground water

are connected. Too much taking from one will have an effect on the other.

K.C.W.D. #2 Comments re: City Heights Page 2
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[ The EIS (Water Resources) states that the City of Cle Elum is designated an aquifer recharge
area under City code and goes on to state that Kittitas County Code does not identify any critical aquifer
recharge locations within the county so none exist on the City Heights property. Because the county
has not performed a study of the water supply in the Upper County it is not sure where the aquifer
recharge areas are. The fact that the county has failed to conduct a water availability study and then
| update the Code is not proof that there are no recharge areas on City Heights property.
B The EIS also confirms the fact that ground water discharges to surface water. Thereby
maintaining stream flows. The EIS likewise states that it is expected that groundwater flows southward
through the City Heights property, discharging in to the Yakima River Valley and ultimately to the Yakima
River. City Heights may find it necessary to furnish water to its development by drilling permit exempt
wells throughout its property. A permit exempt well can only furnish up to 5000 gallons of water per
day. If almost 350,000 gallons of water is drawn daily from the ground below City Heights, it will require
70 wells to produce the water needed and that much less water will be available to downstream
property owners. These wells will be turned over to the City to maintain, or if water is furnished by the
City then maintenance of the distribution system will be the responsibility of the City.

The quality of the Water under City Heights is admittedly uncertain (page 3.3-2). No tests have
been made nor can any wells be drilled for testing until the current moratorium on well drilling initiated
by the DOE is lifted. We believe this shows the very great need for the proposed study to be performed

as soon as possible. Again, we suggest that this project be shelved until such a study is completed.

It appears to K.C.W.D. #2 that the City of Cle Elum is being offered a “pig in a poke”. Water
rights transfers are mentioned but none have been processed. No water quality testing has been done.
The ground under City Heights is honeycombed with flooded coal mine drifts and shafts. Daes Cle Elum
| want to incorporate water from flooded coal mines into its water system? Has any attention been
[directed to the possibility of subsidence from the withdrawal of such a large amount of water from mine
shafts without knowing if there are recharge areas on City Heights property? There have been issues
with subsidence within the City in the past. Northland Resources wants annexation into the City but

Ewould future buyers truly desire that. Can a single entity request annexation for such a large parcel?

=
Besides the issue of water, there are other concerns held by Water District #2, concerns that

should worry all residents of the upper county and Cle Elum.

Document 2.6-1 (Alternative 1) shows possible access to SR 903 from the northern end of the
development. This access will, in time, require a stop signal at SR 903. Will the City of Cle Elum bear
_the cost of the installation of the signal light? Will Washington State permit it? The bridge projected to
[ cross the Coal Mine Trail and Crystal Creek is unacceptable. It ruins the esthetics and disrupts the
historic meaning of the trail. The Trail bclon%ls to all of the residents of the county, not just CityHeights.
~ The use of Montgomery Street and 6" Street as access to the development will disturb these quiet
neighborhoods greatly. Montgomery Street is supposed to be for emergency access only but how will
that be controlled? The 6 Street access is convoluted and confusing, requiring the use of several
neighborhood streets to reach either SR 903 or st Street. The number of vehicles coming and going to
the City Heights area will eventually require traffic control in the form of another traffic light at 2™ Street
which is becoming the preferred route east and west to avoid traffic on 1 Street. A traffic light may also
prove necessary at 1" and Montgomery. This is the same for Alternatives 2 and 3. Will Cle Elum need to




©@© ®®

K.C.W.D. #2 Comments Re: City Heights Page 3

HN

pay for the traffic light installation at these places also?

The main road servicing the City Heights area crosses and in places utilizes the power line right

of way. Is it good practice to have so many vchicles driving under high tension power lines?

r Storm water and snow melt runoff which now, for the most part, penetrates the ground will be
prevented from doing so by the asphalt roads, etc. and the excess water will follow the way of least

resistance into the city and the properties at the foot of the hill. This may prove unacceptable to those

property owners.

F Who will do the inspection necessary to ensure that the roads in City Heights meet standards?

Will the city or county do it or will they allow the developer to do his own inspections? (Not a good idea
|_and has had undesirable results in the past).

Doubling the size of Cle Elum may look on the surface to be beneficial to the City tax wise but
the increase in City responsibility should be examined more closely.

Does the City of Cle Elum really wish to become another Issaquah with apartment buildings,
condominiums, etc. lining the hills around her? How many more vehicles, people and houses will it take

before the residents of Cle Elum cry enough?

Sincerely,

# James Boyle,

Chairman, Board of Commissioners
Kittitas County Water District #2






RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY KITTITAS COUNTY WATER DISTRICT #2

Response to KCWD2 Comment #1: The Washington Department of Ecology is the agency responsible
for administering water rights in the State of Washington, and for determining the impact analysis and
mitigation commitments required. The City Heights applicant has been engaged in Ecology’s water right
process as required by law and regulation for a transfer (not a new water right) to serve the development.
Water demand projections for the development are provided in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.18.1, and
include proposed residential use, commercial use, and a 7.5% contingency. Under Other Recommended
Mitigation Measures in this section, it is suggested that the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) of the development could require homeowners to install only drought-tolerant (i.e., xeric)
landscaping to minimize irrigation requirements.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #2: The water supply requirements of future development by others
will also be required to go through Ecology’s rigorous water right approval process with mitigation to
achieve a “water budget neutral” service; i.e., water supply that will result in no net increase in the
amount of water used and no net loss of water in the basin.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #3: The terms and conditions of water right approvals in Upper Kittitas
County (and throughout the State of Washington) are the purview of the Department of Ecology. The
water supply proposal for the City Heights development is a water right transfer from former irrigation
use, with specific mitigation requirements to achieve a year-around water-budget-neutral use of the
resource. Under Alternative 1, 2 or 3A, City Heights water use will be mitigated by surface water rights
that have been placed into the State Trust Water Right Program (as described in Draft EIS Chapter 2
Section 2.9.2, pages 2-20 through 2-21), such that total water supply available in the Yakima Basin will
not be diminished. In this manner, the project has been determined by Ecology to have no negative effect
on the availability of water for other uses within the Yakima Basin.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #4: The Draft EIS Water Resources section (Chapter 3, page 3.3-2)
does not claim any “proof” that there are no aquifer recharge areas on the City Heights property. It
correctly states that Kittitas County Code identifies no critical aquifer recharge locations within the
County, which covers the City Heights property. Under Alternative 3A or 3B therefore, the County would
not have a means to regulate site development as if it were within a critical aquifer recharge area. The
Draft EIS notes on page 3.3-8 that if Alternative 1 or 2 is selected, the City would conservatively assume
that the 330 acres of the site presently outside the City limits are within an aquifer recharge area, and
would designate it as such upon annexation. This designation would require site development to comply
with design standards in the Cle Elum Municipal Code for the protection of aquifer recharge areas
(CEMC Title 18, Section 18.01.140).

Response to KCWD2 Comment #5: Under City Heights land use Alternatives 1, 2 or 3A, water supply
would be provided from off-site wells completed in Yakima River alluvial deposits and authorized by
water right from the Department of Ecology. The only alternative that may rely on multiple on-site
permit-exempt wells is Alternative 3B: No Annexation, Development within the County under Multiple
Ownerships. Since this alternative would not include annexation to the City of Cle Elum, the City would
not take ownership of or to maintain private, permit-exempt wells. Therefore, water from on-site permit-
exempt wells completed in bedrock beneath the site would not be incorporated into the City water supply
system.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #6: The water right transfer described above to serve the City Heights
development has been processed and is ready to be issued pending completion of the Final EIS. Off-site
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wells to be completed in Yakima River alluvial deposits will be tested to confirm suitability for domestic
use prior to being put into service. The Class A Community Water System to serve Alternative 1, 2 or 3A
will be subject to compliance with all applicable State and local standards regulations, including those
administered by the Washington Department of Ecology and the Washington State Department of Health
(as reported in Draft EIS Chapter 3 Section 3.18.1, page 3.18-10).

Response to KCWD2 Comment #7: It is not the intention for well water to be withdrawn from mine
shafts. As previously stated in response to KCWD2 Comment #5, wells proposed to serve City Heights
Alternative 1, 2, or 3A would be drilled off-site in Yakima River alluvial deposits. If Alternative 3B were
selected (the least likely alternative to be implemented), and if the water supply proposal to serve
development under this alternative was predominantly permit-exempt wells, additional investigation may
be required to address water quantity, water quality, and potential subsidence issues.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #8: The Washington State Growth Management Act (Chapter 36A
RCW) considers it to be in the public interest for urban development to occur in areas where urban
services are provided. The project proponent considers it desirable for urban development of the site to be
within the incorporated area to receive (and contribute to) City services that would not be available (or

would be more difficult to provide) if development were to occur in the County under Alternative 3A or
3B.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #9: See comments submitted by WSDOT and the City’s response to
those comments.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #10: If a bridge crossing of the Coal Mines Trail is ultimately proposed
for the west access to the development, City decision makers will most certainly consider aesthetics and
other matters related to use of the trail during their deliberations whether to approve, deny or approve
with conditions this project element.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #11: See the response to KCWD2 Comment #9, above.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #12: See the response to Kittitas County Department of Public Works
Comment #3B.

Response to KCWD2 Comment #13: Statements are made at numerous locations within the Draft EIS
that stormwater runoff during construction and in the completed condition of the development will be
controlled in accordance with the requirements of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for
Eastern Washington. The Utilities: Stormwater Management section reports on page 3.18-28 that “. . .
detention facilities are proposed throughout the project site, based on separate basin areas, to detain the
post-development runoff associated with proposed site improvements.”

Response to KCWD2 Comment #14: The Draft EIS reports in Chapter 3 Section 3.17.1 (page 3.17-2)
that depending on the City Heights alternative selected for implementation, the City Public Works
Department would provide inspection services (for Alternative 1 or 2), or the County Department of
Public Works would provide inspection services (for Alternative 3A or 3B).

Response to KCWD2 Comment #15: The City of Cle Elum is responsible under the Washington State
Growth Management Act for planning for future growth (see Draft EIS Chapter 3 Sections 3.7.1, 3.10 and
3.11). The Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) of the City Heights development will
include architectural standards for building character, exterior materials and colors; lighting, restoration
plantings and screening requirements; and road standards that include provisions for landscaping and
pedestrians (Draft EIS Aesthetics section, page 3.13-13). The City will be given an opportunity to review
and comment on these development standards (see the discussion that follows City of Cle Elum Land Use
Goal-1 on Draft EIS page 3.7-7).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE CLE ELUM-ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT

In an e-mail message addressed to eiscomment@gmail.com, Brian Twardoski wrote:

Please see attached comments regarding the City Heights Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The
School District looks forward to working with the City and the developer to craft a development
agreement that will be effective for all.

Mr. Twardoski entered electronic comments in the .pdf files of one Draft EIS text section and the Fiscal
Analysis technical report prepared in support of the Draft EIS. Text excerpts (in italic font) are copied
into the transcript below, followed by Mr. Twardoski’s comments and the City’s response to these
comments.

DRAFT EIS SECTION 3.17 PUBLIC SERVICES
SUBSECTION 3.17.5 SCHOOLS

MITIGATION MEASURES: APPLICABLE REGULATIONS (PAGE 3.17-24)

Because of the lid on local tax revenues (imposed by RCW 84.52.0531), the School District can effectively
fund the operational impacts of additional students by collecting proportionately more funds locally to fill
the gap between expenditures and non-local support. As enrollment grows, non-local support will grow
and the amount of local funding can increase proportionately under State funding formulas. In addition,
the City Heights development would generate a larger tax base over which to spread the fixed cost of
bond repayment . . .

School District Comment #1: The challenge here is that the School District can’t afford to wait until the
taxable property values of the City Heights project grows large enough to support the increased
enrollment. There is a latency in the construction planning process of 3 to 5 years.

Response to School District Comment #1: This comment is acknowledged. The City of Cle Elum will
provide for the School District to negotiate appropriate mitigation for schools in conjunction with
preparation of the Development Agreement for City Heights.

DRAFT EIS SECTION 3.17 PUBLIC SERVICES
SUBSECTION 3.17.5 SCHOOLS

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS (PAGE 3.17-25)

Table 3.19-14 in Draft EIS Section 3.19 shows how operating costs can be balanced to result in no net
effect on School District operations. Tables 3.19-17 and 3.19-18 show funding options for the potential
School District capital facility impacts of the City Heights alternatives. Because the Development
Agreement to be negotiated between the City and the project proponent (if Alternative 1 or 2 is selected),
or conditions of project approval that would be imposed by Kittitas County if Alternative 3A or 3B is
selected, would provide for capital facilities funding options satisfactory to the School District, there
should be no significant unavoidable adverse impact to the District.

School District Comment #2: There is a critical assumption in this statement regarding capital facilities
funding options that are satisfactory to meet the needs of the School District.
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Response to School District Comment #2: This comment is acknowledged. See the response to School
District Comment #1.

CLE ELUM CITY HEIGHTS FISCAL ANALYSIS TECHNICAL REPORT
Property Counselors, March 2010

SUMMARY: OPERATING IMPACTS
TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF OPERATING IMPACTS ($2009), PAGE 4

School District Comment #3: Line Item: Contribution to Bonds — It is unclear how these numbers are
derived.

Response to School District Comment #3: The Contribution to Bonds line item was calculated as the
product of the potential assessed valuation and the current bond levy rate. This item would not be
available after the outstanding bonds are paid off in 2011.

SUMMARY: OPERATING IMPACTS (PAGE 5)

The Cle Elum-Roslyn School District would be able to collect sufficient revenue from State, Federal and
local sources to cover additional operating expenses. There would be no net effect on operations.
However, the District can spread the cost of current bond levies over a wider tax base, thereby lowering
the impact on existing taxpayers.

School District Comment #4: Federal funds are allocated based upon factors derived from the census. I
don’t anticipate enrollment growth related to the City Heights project to drive more Federal revenue to the
School District.

Response to School District Comment #4: Federal funds were equivalent to $617 per student, or 8.2%
of non-local sources of revenue for the District in the 2008/2009 school year when the Cle Elum City
Heights Fiscal Analysis was performed (Property Counselors, March 2010). Federal revenues fund a
variety of programs on both a formula- or competitive-basis. The impact of City Heights will be reflected
in future censuses. The Fiscal Analysis consultant projects that enrollment growth related to City Heights
should drive some new Federal revenues, if not at the historical per capita levels.

SUMMARY: CAPITAL COST IMPACT (PAGE 6)

The major capital cost impact of the City Heights development would be the cost of additional school
facilities if and when any modifications or additions to existing facilities are determined to be required.
While the Cle Elum-Roslyn School District currently has excess capacity at the elementary school level,
and to a lesser extent at the middle school level, the District may at some time in the future have to add
classroom and supporting facilities to serve the increased enrollment associated with the City Heights
development. Several uncertainties exist at the time of this writing that make actual mitigation
requirements difficult to determine. For example, there is uncertainty regarding the number of students
that would be attending the elementary, junior high and high schools in the future, and the number of
homes within City Heights that would be permanently occupied by families with children. There are
options available for how to accommodate future facilities needs. As an offset to the total cost of new
facilities or facilities expansion, varying levels of matching funds are available from the State. At the
present time, the District is eligible for only nominal State matching funds. At the time that additional
capacity is required, the District would likely be eligible for State funds for a larger portion of this cost.
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School District Comment #5: Due to the high property value status of the School District, we are NOT
likely to receive more than 10 to 15% support from the State at any time in the foreseeable future.

Response to School District Comment #5: The Fiscal Analysis consultant found that the District is
currently eligible for a 20% State Funding Assistance percentage for qualifying projects, as determined by
the State Office of Public Instruction. (The effective match percentage is lower because the State assumes
construction cost factors that are well below actual costs.) This is the lowest rate among all districts in the
State, and reflects the District’s high property values on a per pupil basis. The percentage cannot go lower
according to law, and may increase over time. The applicable factor at the time of construction of any
new facilities can be considered in identifying the actual impact.

SUMMARY: CAPITAL COST IMPACT (PAGE 6)

If needed, classrooms and support facilities could be provided through the construction of new facilities,
the expansion of existing facilities, or utilization of modular facilities. The School District’s Capital
Facilities Plan calls for, among other things, the construction of a new high school campus. Construction
of a new campus (classrooms, offices, gymnasium, recreational facilities, etc) would need to be financed
through the issuance of voter-approved bonds. The City has the ability to issue bonds approved by the
voters (including new residents within City Heights) to complete a new campus and may choose to
support such an initiative in the future; however, if bonds were not approved by the voters, options other
than an entire new campus would need to be utilized to accommodate transitional growth in student
enrollment.

School District Comment #6: The School District has the ability to issue bonds approved by the voters for
the construction of new facilities, not the City.

Response to School District Comment #6: This comment is acknowledged. The correction has been
noted in the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3), and in the final Cle Elum City Heights Fiscal Analysis
(Property Counselors, November 2010).

SUMMARY: CAPITAL COST IMPACT (PAGE 6)

The Development Agreement to be negotiated between the City of Cle Elum and the project proponent
will provide for funding options satisfactory to the School District to provide a means to finance the
facilities needed to accommodate the growth in student population attributable to development of City
Heights.

School District Comment #7: The Development Agreement to be negotiated between the City of Cle
Elum, the project proponent and the School District . . .

Response _to_School District Comment #7: The City acknowledges that the School District will
participate in mitigation negotiations for impacts to schools that will become elements of the
Development Agreement. This correction has been noted in the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3), and in
the final Cle Elum City Heights Fiscal Analysis (Property Counselors, November 2010).
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CURRENT FISCAL CONDITIONS
TAXING DISTRICTS
TABLE 4. TAXING DISTRICTS AND TAX RATES (PAGE 9)

School District Comment #8: The Cle Elum Roslyn School-Levy and Cle Elum Roslyn School-Bond
labels need to be switched [in the first column, in relation to the tax rates indicates in columns 2 and 3 of
this table]. The levy is .624122/k and the bond is .254811/k.

Response to School District Comment #8: The tax rates have been corrected. The change affects the
estimation of annual contribution to bonds. Fiscal Analysis technical report Tables 4 and 18 have been
corrected in the November 2010 version of that document, and are included in the Errata Sheet (Final EIS
Chapter 3).

COMPARISON OF OPERATING IMPACTS
REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
TABLE 13. ASSUMED TAX RATES (PAGE 22)

School District Comment #9: The Cle Elum Roslyn School-Levy and Cle Elum Roslyn School-Bond
labels need to be switched [same comment as #8, different table].

Response to School District Comment #9: Fiscal Analysis technical report Table 13 has been corrected
in the November 2010 version of that document, and is included in the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3).

OPERATING EXPENSE AND OTHER REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
COMPARISON OF OPERATING IMPACTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT (PAGE 29)
TABLE 18. COMPARISON OF OPERATING IMPACTS, CLE ELUM-ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT ($2009)

School District Comment #10: Federal funding is NOT per student, but rather derived from census data.

Response to School District Comment #10: Non-local sources of funding were presented in the Fiscal
Analysis technical report on a per student basis. Actual revenues will be determined based on a variety of
more detailed factors.

OPERATING EXPENSE AND OTHER REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
COMPARISON OF OPERATING IMPACTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT (PAGE 29)
TABLE 18. COMPARISON OF OPERATING IMPACTS, CLE ELUM-ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT ($2009)

School District Comment #11: The labels [in column one] need to be switched. The levy is .624122/k and
the bond is .254811/k [same comment as #8, different table].

Response to School District Comment #11: Fiscal Analysis technical report Table 18 has been corrected
in the November 2010 version of that document, and is included in the Errata Sheet (Final EIS Chapter 3).

COMPARISON OF CAPITAL IMPACTS AND POSSIBLE FUNDING SOURCES

CLE ELUM-ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT (PAGE 36)

TABLE 22. COMPARISON OF CAPITAL IMPACTS — SHARE OF COST OF NEW SCHOOLS, CLE ELUM-ROSLYN
SCHOOL DISTRICT ($2009)

School District Comment #12: The [Elementary, Middle, and High School] costs/ft2 are too low. Cost

estimates furnished to the School District during our long term facility planning (2007) were in the $250
to $300/ft2 range.
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Response to School District Comment #12: The construction cost factors of $210 per square foot for
elementary and middle