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Executive Summary
The Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan is intended to assist the Spokane County
Stormwater Utility (hereinafter the “Utility” or “SWU”) in developing a cohesive strategy to
prioritize, finance, and implement the capital projects and operating programs recommended in
the various planning documents into a combined master plan. Below is an overview of each of
the plan’s sections:
Section 1 - Background
In the 1970s Spokane County began experiencing significant stormwater related problems such
as surface and groundwater flooding, erosion, sedimentation, etc. as a result of continuing
growth. The Board of County Commissioners, in 1983, appointed a citizens advisory panel
(later named the Citizens Committee on Stormwater Management, CCSM) to review the
County’s stormwater issues.
The committee recommended the County establish a
comprehensive stormwater program to plan, construct and maintain regional stormwater systems.
Several studies were completed under the auspices of the County Engineer and the CCSM.
These studies offered recommendations on services to be provided by a local stormwater
program and respective costs; evaluated the service area boundary; and identified a strategy for
establishing and funding a stormwater program.
In 1992, the Board of County Commissioners established a Stormwater Utility in accordance
with Chapter 36.89 RCW. The Utility has prepared stormwater management plans for specific
areas and constructed Early Action Projects. In an ongoing effort, the Utility has developed
programs and services to improve the management of publicly owned stormwater facilities and
to plan regional facilities to meet future needs.
Section 2 - Planning Criteria
The planning criteria include discussions on customer service characteristics and stormwater
management problems faced in Spokane County. This section highlights the current Utility
Stormwater Service Area (SWSA), which defines the area where stormwater related programs
and policies are administered by the Spokane County Stormwater Utility.
Several federal, state and local guidelines and regulations that provide the context for this
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan are described in Section 2 of this plan. These
guidelines and regulations include the state Growth Management Act, Spokane County
Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Areas, federal Clean Water Act and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System- Phase 2, state Underground Injection Control Program, etc.
These often influence local stormwater management programmatic activities as well as levels of
services provided.
Section 3 - Stormwater Management Plans and Early Action Projects
This section summarizes several stormwater management plans and other special studies
completed for the Eaglewood, Chester Creek, Central Park, Glenrose, North Spokane, and West
Executive Summary
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Plains study areas and describes significant Early Action Projects constructed by the Utility.
The plans and studies generally recommend programmatic stormwater management action by the
Utility as well as capital improvements within each respective basin to address stormwater
issues.
The stormwater management plans for Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains are being
incorporated into this Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan for adoption.
Section 4 - Capital Improvement Plans
An initial 6-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is presented for the Stormwater Utility. This
plan is a compilation of the capital improvements recommended by the stormwater plans and
studies prepared for Spokane County. Each of the identified capital improvement projects were
ranked and prioritized using criterion established in Section 2 of this plan. The 6-year CIP is
intended to be a dynamic document, and as such, amended and re-evalutated annually in
conjunction with County Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Annual Budget preparations.
Section 5 - Financing and Rates
The Utility’s financial strategy along with its relative rates and charges, total available revenues,
fund balances etc. are discussed in detail. Various internal and external funding sources are
described.
Section 6 - Stormwater Management Policies
Policies are described that assist the Utility with effective stormwater management from both a
local and regional basis. The policies include promoting the use of and protecting natural
drainage features, providing for additional regional stormwater facilities, conducting future plans
and studies for specific basins or study areas, establishing financial policies, cooperating with
other local governments, etc.
Section 7 - Adoption and Implementation
This Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan is proposed for adoption along with the
stormwater management plans for Glenrose, North Spokane, and West Plains and an initial 6year Capital Plan.
A recommended strategy for adoption and implementation of this plan is offered. The adoption
process includes appropriate environmental review, a public hearing by the Planning
Commission, and approval by the Board of County Commissioners.
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Section 1
Plan Background
Spokane County (County) recognized in the late 1970s that as the community grew, stormwater
would need to be handled with new development to reduce potential flooding problems and to
protect the Spokane-Rathdrum Aquifer (Aquifer.) This section briefly describes the work
leading up to the formation of the County’s stormwater utility and summarizes the utility’s
efforts to date. This section also discusses the authority for and the purpose of this
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan.

1.1 Spokane County Utility Background
As unincorporated Spokane County developed up through the 1970s, each new development or
road generally included rudimentary drainage facilities to partly serve the development or road.
Since infiltration rates were high on the valley floor where a majority of land development was
occurring, stormwater drywells were usually the preferred method of disposing of stormwater
runoff. In other cases, runoff from developing sites
“The County began to
was diverted onto nearby farmland or vacant rural land,
experience
stormwater related
where the water would infiltrate into the ground. As
problems such as flooding,
development densities increased and began moving into
groundwater
impacts, etc. as
areas with poor natural infiltration rates, drywells no
result of new development.”
longer worked effectively.
Stormwater related
problems such as flooding, groundwater impacts, etc.
became evident. As awareness about the effects development has on the Spokane-Rathdrum
Aquifer grew, the County began to require pre-treatment of stormwater runoff prior to disposal
into drywells via the construction of stormwater ponds or water quality swales. The County also
promulgated guidelines or a set of development standards for the control of stormwater runoff in
new developments.
In 1983 the Board of County Commissioners appointed a citizens committee (later named the
Citizens Committee on Stormwater Management, CCSM) to examine the stormwater situation in
the County. The committee was tasked with preparing a recommendation of a publicly
acceptable method of financing and managing a long-term stormwater program for the
urbanizing community in Spokane County.
The CCSM concluded that the County needed a comprehensive stormwater program to plan,
construct and maintain regional stormwater systems. The CCSM recommended policies and
actions to move toward a comprehensive stormwater program. In the mid 1980s, the CCSM held
a series of public meetings and workshops to discuss their findings and associated
recommendations.
One such recommendation by the CCSM was for the County to prepare a feasibility study for
development of a comprehensive stormwater management program. The feasibility study,
entitled “Spokane County Flood Control Zone District Management Plan” provided an overview
of services to be provided by a local stormwater program and the associated costs; evaluated the
Section 1 – Plan Background
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service area boundary proposed by the CCSM; and identified a basic strategy for establishing
and funding a stormwater program.
The Board acted in 1988 by accepting the feasibility study. The CCSM was authorized to
develop an implementation strategy to increase public awareness of the study’s findings and
recommendations. The Board also authorized the preparation of a service/rate study. The
CCSM continued their public outreach work with workshops, watershed tours and other
activities. The CCSM also worked with a stormwater Ad Hoc Committee comprised of
developers and design professionals formed to provide input to the process about the
development community’s interests relating to stormwater issues.
In 1992 after completion of the Stormwater Management Utility Cost of Service/Rate Study and
public workshops, presentations and a public hearing, the Board of County Commissioners
established a Stormwater Utility pursuant to Chapter 36.89 RCW. At that time the Board also
adopted a specific Stormwater Service Area (SWSA) within which stormwater services would be
provided and stormwater fees would be charged. (Figure 1-1 shows the SWSA as amended in
2004.) The Board also adopted, later in 1992, a rate ordinance setting stormwater fees. The
County Treasurer’s Office mailed the first stormwater bills to ratepayers in 1993.
In the 1990s and early 2000s the County completed a strategic stormwater management plan and
basin plans for Chester Creek, Glenrose, Central Park, North Spokane and West Plains. Each of
the plans evaluated options for handling the increasing stormwater needs of the developing
basins. The plans recommended the facilities that would be most effective in the basins and
described the costs associated with facility construction. Although each of the plans received
substantial public input during development, the basin
“Three stormwater
plans were not formally adopted since no funding was
management plans and other
available for plan implementation. As opportunities arose,
technical studies were
the County made every effort to acquire properties
prepared to address observed
indicated by the basin plans as being needed for future
and projected flooding,
stormwater facilities.
groundwater impacts, etc in
areas of interest.”
The County also constructed a number of Early Action
Projects to remedy immediate drainage problems. These
projects were intended to meet emergent or immediate demands. For example, homeowners in
the Eaglewood area began to experience flooded basements and drainfields, and stormwater
drywells began failing. Stormwater funds were used to study the problem and ultimately to
construct a groundwater dewatering system. The County continues to operate the dewatering
system to lower groundwater levels below basement, drainfield and drywell elevations, and also
maintains the downstream groundwater disposal/recharge area.
The County Stormwater Utility also worked with the Liberty Lake Sewer District in addressing
several drainage related problems in the Liberty Lake area. These small projects mitigated
concerns about flooding and water quality impacts to the lake.
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Prior to the incorporation of the City of Spokane Valley, the County provided several drainage
improvements for the Chester Creek Basin. The County cleaned a drainage channel in the Sun
Acres area east of Highway 27. To reduce flooding along the main stem of Chester Creek, the
County cleaned, widened and deepened the creek channel from just south of Thorpe Road to the
area south of Schaffer Road. The project included installation of new culverts under Schaffer
Road, creek bank stabilization, erosion control and wetland impact mitigation.
In the Browne’s Mountain/Glenrose area, the County installed a storm sewer in Glennaire Drive
and Dearborn Street and constructed the Glenrose drainage channel and associated work in the
drainage ways north of Browne’s Mountain. As the basin plans were completed, the County
acquired several parcels of land for future stormwater facilities in the Glenrose and North
Spokane Basins.
The original stormwater fees set by the County were intended to finance a basic stormwater
program and basin planning. Once the priority basin plans were completed with details of the
capital improvements needed and their associated costs, it was clear that a funding increase was
needed. The County completed a Stormwater Funding Analysis and Rate Study Report in 2004.
Upon the review of the report findings and recommendations and the recommendation of the
County’s Development Task Force, the Board of County Commissioners authorized stormwater
fee increases and system development charges to finance the implementation of the basin plans.

1.2 Authorization
The Board of Spokane County Commissioners authorized HDR Engineering, Inc. to assist in
development of this 2005 Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (CSWMP) and the first
6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The 6-year CIP will be adopted by
reference as part of the Capital Facilities element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan during the
next update to the element.

1.3 Purpose
The purpose of this document is to update and consolidate the capital plans, policies, and
programs pertaining to the County’s stormwater utility into one consolidated Comprehensive
Stormwater Management Plan (CSWMP). This document will also assist the County in
prioritizing projects and CIP funding requirements to provide maximum project benefit to the
County’s customers. The County expects to implement the plan to provide regional stormwater
services in the unincorporated urban and urbanizing areas within the defined Stormwater Service
Area. Stormwater infrastructure is needed to serve new development in areas where on-site
stormwater facilities are difficult to provide, and to serve areas already experiencing stormwater
and groundwater flooding problems. An overall goal of the Spokane County Stormwater Utility
is to provide regional stormwater services while replenishing and protecting groundwater
supplies.

Section 1 – Plan Background
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Section 2
Planning Criteria
This section summarizes many of the federal, state and local plans and regulations that
encourage or authorize basin planning efforts by local jurisdictions, or contain guidelines or
regulations that are specific to this plan.

2.1 Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A)
The Washington State Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) was first established by the
Legislature in 1990. The Act (commonly referred to as GMA) has been modified on numerous
occasions to better define the intent of the Legislature and provide clarity to local governments
on how to comply with GMA. Sanctions (i.e. denial of state funding or actions necessary) may
be imposed by the State for local governments who fail to comply.
Local governments are required to develop comprehensive land use plans and adopt consistent
regulations for accommodating future population growth while minimizing environmental
impacts. These local plans must comply with state planning goals and regulations and other
countywide planning policies. To do this, governments are expected to balance conflicting
priorities and provide options for actions based on the individual jurisdictional needs.
Generally, a county’s Comprehensive Plan will contain elements including policies and goals
intended to protect public water supplies and provide for water quality, along with water
resource and habitat protection and management. Further, the areas identified for specific land
uses must be supported by adequate public facilities and services. Provisions to accommodate
essential public facilities (e.g. prisons, wastewater plants, etc.) must also be included.
Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) are designated within the Comprehensive Plans. These UGAs are
often associated with other municipalities (e.g. cities, ports, districts, etc.) so that growth will
occur in areas where adequate facilities and services exist or are planned. This is intended to
reduce sprawl and provide a distinct boundary between urban and rural areas.
This document is consistent with GMA and has targeted stormwater policies, procedures, and
capital project requirements for regional services throughout the UGA.

2.2 Spokane County Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth
Areas
The Spokane County Comprehensive Plan (last amended
April 25, 2005) offers a series of goals, policies and
implementation strategies that states how the County
hopes to meet future population projections physically,
socially, and economically.
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The goals of the County’s Comprehensive Plan generally include: Encouragement of
development in urban areas with existing or planned public facilities and services; Reduction of
urban sprawl; Adequate provision of efficient multi-modal transportation systems; Promotion of
economic opportunity; Respect for private property rights; Predictability and timeliness of permit
review processes; Conservation of natural resources; Retention of open space and provision of
recreational opportunities; Protection and enhancement of the environment; Citizen participation
in the planning process; Adequate provision of necessary public facilities and services; and
Preservation of historic and archaeological resources.
The Spokane County Comprehensive Plan also offers a goal “to provide stormwater facilities
and related management programs that protect surface and groundwater quality and habitat,
prevent chronic flooding from stormwater, maintain natural stream hydrology and protect aquatic
resources.” The plan further outlines a series of policies for Stormwater Capital Facilities to
protect the County’s natural resources and allow for future growth, which include:
 CF.8.1

New development within the UGA shall require stormwater management systems.

 CF.8.2 Best management practices should be utilized to treat stormwater runoff prior to
injection of runoff into the ground.
 CF.8.3 New development shall be designed to protect natural drainage functions including
flood plains, drainage ways, sink areas and other natural and existing drainage facilities.
 CF.8.4 New development shall be designed to prevent on-site and off-site damage from
stormwater runoff that result from site development or from the new land use activity.
 CF.8.5 New development shall consider, where feasible, the multiple uses of facilities,
such as the integration of stormwater facilities with recreation/open space areas.
 CF.8.6 Conduct stormwater management planning by drainage basin, treating basins as
complete drainage systems, to assure that the most economical and beneficial stormwater
controls are provided.
 CF.8.7

Encourage use of alternatives to impervious surfaces through rewards and credits.

 CF.8.8 Implement a coordinated, regional stormwater service organization to provide
stormwater services to all urban areas of the County inside the Urban Growth Area boundary.
 CF.8.9 Watershed protection areas should be adopted for watersheds where steep slopes,
high groundwater, shallow soils, poorly draining soils and other special physical conditions
make on-site disposal of stormwater difficult.
The County’s Comprehensive Plan specifically delineates particular land uses for residential,
commercial, industrial and mixed-use growth within the County. One aspect of the plan is to
provide compatibility among existing and future land uses, protect property values, and outline
ways to provide for and promote efficient cost effective government provided infrastructure and
services.
Within Spokane County’s Comprehensive Plan, a land use map identifies urban growth area
(UGA) boundaries per the requirements of GMA and other County planning policies. The
County’s UGA is intended to provide for the projected 20-year population. As a matter of
policy, the County delineates and adjusts the UGA boundaries based on environmental features,
Section 2 – Planning Criteria
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topography, jurisdictional boundaries and special purpose districts. When the boundary follows a
utility line, the County considers inclusion of adjacent parcels on both sides of the line in order to
effectively and efficiently use the utility and provide fairness to property owners. The County
evaluates Urban Growth Area boundaries, at a minimum every five years, as required by the
Countywide Planning Policies and the Revised Code of Washington.
Please refer to Figure 1-1 for more detailed information on the County’s UGA and other
jurisdictional boundaries.

2.3 Stormwater Service Area
The County established a Stormwater Service Area (SWSA) boundary during the formation of
the Stormwater Utility. This boundary defines the area where stormwater–related programs and
policies are administered by the County’s Stormwater Utility.
The Stormwater Service Area was modified in 2004 for consistency with the UGA boundaries
defined in the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The intent is to provide governmental services and
infrastructure necessary to meet many of the development-related polices outlined in the
County’s Comprehensive Plan. More specifically, the County’s Stormwater Utility provides
urban-level stormwater management services to accommodate both existing and future
development within the UGA.
A portion of the County’s Stormwater Service Area is outside the UGAs. Much of this territory
is tributary to sites where urban development is occurring. The level of service provided in
these areas by the Utility is the same to maintain consistency within stormwater management
programs and projects, as well as reduce overall administrative operating costs.
Please refer to Figure 1-1 for more detailed information on the County’s Stormwater Service
Area boundaries.

2.4 Customer Service Characteristics
As part of the 2004 Funding Analysis and Rate Study, an assessment of the Stormwater Service
Area (SWSA) was conducted and it was recommended that the service area include the three
major planning areas and the remaining “other service area” as the four main service areas.
In addition, the size of the equivalent residential unit
(ERU) was updated. This was conducted because
much of the service area had changed with the
incorporation of the City of Spokane Valley. Through
analysis of several hundred parcels using aerial
photographs, plat data, and Geographical Information
System (GIS) software, it was determined that an
impervious area of 3,160 square feet is still appropriate
to define one ERU.

Section 2 – Planning Criteria
Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan

“In Spokane County, an ERU
is currently equal to 3,160 SF
of impervious area. ERUs are
used to equate different land
uses and determine annual
utility rates and charges for
specific parcels.”

2-3
26324- Spokane Stormwater Manual\12.06.06\WP\Section2.doc

December 1, 2005

At the time of the rate study, within the service area 78 percent of the customers were residential,
with 22% non-residential. However, of the total billable impervious area ERUs, 40% of the total
were residential and 60% were non-residential. There were a total of approximately 24,000
residential ERUs and 36,225 non-residential ERUs, for a grand total of 60,224 ERUs, as shown
below.
Table 2-1
Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs) by Planning Area
NonPercent of
Planning Area
Residential
Residential
Total
Total
Glenrose
2,001
1,474
3,475
6%
North Spokane
3,327
2,839
6,166
10%
West Plains
43
8,548
8,591
14%
Other Areas
18,555
23,437
41,992
70%
Total
23,926
36,298
60,224
100%

Most of the storm drainage projects to date have taken place in the urban areas of Glenrose and
North Spokane. The areas represent approximately 16% of the impervious area throughout the
SWSA.
While this represents the ERU mix used in the 2004 rate study, the ERUs have been updated.
Since 2004 there have been a few minor annexations by the City of Spokane affecting the ERU
totals. Some of the ERUs initially allocated to the West Plains have been categorized as the
other service area, as a result of updated GIS information. Additionally, growth has occurred in
other areas. The Utility’s current forecast of ERUs by planning area for 2006, based on current
GIS data, is presented below.
Table 2-2
2006 Projected Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs)
by Planning Area
Planning Area

Total
Projected ERUs

Percent of Total

Glenrose
North Spokane
West Plains
Other Areas

3,561
6,031
4,994
51,879

5%
9%
8%
78%

Total

66,465

100%

The annual growth rate for County ERUs projected in the 2004 Funding Analysis and Rate Study
is 1% per year.

2.5 Stormwater Management Problems
Stormwater management problems relate to physical conditions such as flooding and to
management issues such as the need for adequate maintenance of stormwater pretreatment
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facilities. The County’s growth patterns have shifted priorities about the most pressing
stormwater management needs.
Unincorporated Spokane County developed without stormwater pipe systems in the urbanizing
areas. This is due to the special geology of the valley floor where most growth in the
unincorporated area occurred first. Because of the highly pervious soils and deep deposits of
well draining gravels, drywells were used to take care of road runoff and runoff from
developments. Drywells are concrete barrels with ports in the sides installed underground in
large holes filled with gravel. Stormwater flows into the drywell and then out the ports into the
surrounding gravel and down to the geology below. In the 1970s the local community became
aware of the connection between discharging stormwater to drywells and the vulnerability of the
aquifer that provides drinking water for the community. The need to pretreat stormwater prior to
discharge into the ground resulted in the use of grassy swales as the primary pretreatment
mechanism. Over time the decline in the effectiveness of grassy swales became apparent. Many
swales had been filled in or grass had been replaced with bark or gravel.
As growth began to move up the hillsides north and south of the City of Spokane, more drainage
related problems became apparent. Drywells did not work well in shallow soils on steep slopes.
When development removed all the native vegetation from project sites, the land eroded,
washing sediment onto downstream properties and roads. More residents began reporting
flooded garages, basements and intersections along with drainage related damages to
landscaping.
When areas of the County with high groundwater began
developing to higher densities, the capacity of roadside
ditches was compromised. The ditches filled with
groundwater and could not handle the additional surface
runoff from a hard rain or big snow melt event.
Landowners reported new springs affecting their septic
drainfields or their basements.

“Stormwater related problems
are typically surface water
flooding, high groundwater,
erosion and sedimentation,
and water quality impacts.”

In some areas with shallow soils over bedrock and high groundwater, new developments had to
construct lined evaporation ponds to hold the additional runoff generated by the developments.
These ponds are expensive to build and require a significant portion of the development site for
construction. The long-term maintenance and aesthetics of the ponds are concerns to landowners
and neighbors.
A number of subdivisions have stormwater facilities and ponds that require private maintenance.
Homeowners Associations can become frustrated by their lack of knowledge and funding to
ensure the private facilities are well maintained and continue to function as designed over the
long term.
Stormwater management problems vary across the SWSA depending upon the physical
characteristics, level of development and types of facilities used in specific areas.
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2.6 Strategic Plan
In 1994 the County prepared the Spokane County Stormwater Utility Strategic Plan. The plan
provides a description of stormwater problems, an overview of local stormwater-related water
quality data, a framework to identify and map watersheds within the SWSA and a watershed
handbook to guide watershed or basin planning.
The Strategic Plan provided an overview of known drainage problem areas. These areas include:
 Five Mile Prairie;
 North Spokane including areas in the Midway/Hatch Road area, Eaglewood area north of Mt.
Spokane Park Drive, and Stoneman/Fairview Road area;
 Upriver including portions of Northwood and downstream areas;
 Forker Road including the flat area at the base of Forker Draw and the Chinook Estates area;
 Liberty Lake including the outlet channel and various older developments around the lake;
 Saltese from Saltese Flats down to Shelley Lake;
 Belle Vista including areas south of Sullivan and Belle Terre Avenue;
 Chester Creek including much of the Ponderosa and other areas along, or draining to, the
creek;
 Central Park including areas along Park Road and in the vicinity of 11th and Dickey;
 Glenrose including Browne’s Mountain and the Moran Prairie area; and
 West Plains including areas near the Spokane International Airport and along I-90.
Most of the flat, well-drained land in Spokane County’s urban area has already been developed.
As growth expands into areas with shallow soils, high groundwater, poorly drained soils or steep
slopes, the opportunities for new developments to rely on infiltration to dispose of stormwater
runoff on the development site are extremely limited. Planning the stormwater infrastructure to
serve the development is more logically accomplished from a basin-wide or system-wide
perspective, rather than from a site-specific or piecemeal approach.

2.7 Water Quality Advisory Committee and Planning
Prioritization Process
In 1995 staff and a consultant worked with the County’s Water Quality Advisory Committee to
rank clusters of drainage-related problems, and to determine the priority for which to conduct
planning efforts for 14 stormwater management areas inside the SWSA. The Committee
evaluated the severity of drainage-related damages using these factors: water standing in street,
traffic hazard, lawns/driveway etc. damage, garage flooding, and house/business flooding. The
committee also evaluated the number of properties affected, number of houses/other structures
affected, number of times the problem has occurred in the last 10 years, the potential for further
damage, and the money and time required to solve the problem. The Committee also considered
whether: 1) the problem will be addressed in another study already in progress; 2) solving the
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problem would provide opportunity for wider public support; 3) the problem can be solved with
multi-use facilities; 4) there is opportunity for a community service project; and 5) the potential
solution has a high chance of success.
Using the ranking process, the Water Quality Advisory Committee recommended the first 5
basins to be studied: Chester Creek, North Spokane, Glenrose, Belle Terre/Saltese and Liberty
Lake. In recent years, the priority for conducting planning efforts associated with Belle
Terre/Saltese and Liberty Lake has shifted.

2.8 Criteria used for Prioritization of Capital Improvements
Within the stormwater management plans for Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains, capital
improvements were prioritized based on a logical progression for facility construction.
Generally, higher priority is given to facilities at the lower end of the drainage area, i.e. the
ultimate infiltration locations. Once essential geotechnical and environmental work is done,
acquisition of land for infiltration and for stormwater conveyance is of high importance. In some
cases, specific opportunities for constructing segments of the overall drainage system can
accelerate a project’s implementation priority. For example, the City of Spokane’s abandonment
of sanitary sewage lagoons located in a natural drainage way in the Glenrose area provides a
unique opportunity for the County to use the site for a stormwater facility.

2.9 Ecology Eastern Washington Stormwater Management
Manual
The Department of Ecology has published a Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern
Washington (September 2004). The manual is intended to provide technical guidance in the
stormwater design and management of newly constructed stormwater management facilities to
comply with water quality standards and protect beneficial uses of the receiving waters.
Generally, the Eastern Washington Manual is applicable to all of eastern Washington, including
the area bounded on the west by the Cascade Mountains crest; on the north by the Canadian
border; on the east by the Idaho border; and on the south by the Oregon border.
It is important to note this manual is not a regulation offered by the State of Washington, and as
such, has no regulatory authority over new development or redevelopment nor does it establish
new environmental regulatory requirements. It is simply a set of stormwater management
practices, which if applied correctly, are intended to comply with the existing state regulatory
requirements for stormwater management including compliance with the federal Clean Water
Act, federal Safe Drinking Water Act and state Water Pollution Control Act.
Further, the practices offered in the Eastern Washington Manual are intended to meet the
requirements of the state water quality standards, which include: Chapter 173-200 WAC, Water
Quality Standards for Ground Waters of the State of Washington; Chapter173-201A, Water
Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington; and Chapter 173-204,
Sediment Management Standards.
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County staff actively participated in development of this manual and utilize it as a foundation for
many of the procedures and best management practices (BMPs) employed by the stormwater
utility.

2.10 Spokane Regional Stormwater Manual
The County, along with the Cities of Spokane and Spokane Valley, recognize the need for
consistency in stormwater management criteria. Stormwater events and runoff are not
influenced by jurisdictional boundaries so these local governments have worked jointly to
prepare a Spokane Regional Stormwater Manual.
Urban development within the Spokane County Region has been shown to cause changes in
patterns of stormwater runoff which can affect water quality due to sediment and to pollutants
transported into streams, wetland, lakes and groundwater. Stormwater if not managed properly
can also lead to negative downstream/down gradient and on-site impacts. Rather than transfer
problems and impacts between jurisdictions, the Manual provides consistent guidance for new
development.
The Spokane Regional Stormwater Manual (2005 Public Review Draft) is intended to provide a
set of minimum requirements and regional standards for stormwater design and management to
serve the current and future stormwater needs of the
“The County worked
Spokane region. These requirements and standards are
collaboratively with both the
anticipated to protect water quality, enhance and protect
City of Spokane and the City
existing natural drainage systems, avoid impacts to
of Spokane Valley to develop
downstream/down gradient properties, prevent adverse
a Regional Stormwater
impacts from flooding, and control stormwater runoff to
Manual .”
that of the predeveloped condition. Further, the manual is
meant to enhance and promote future development in a
way that reasonably protects the health, safety, and welfare of current and future property owners
while at the same time preserving and/or enhancing the existing natural drainage systems.
The Regional Manual is considered to be technically equivalent to the Department of Ecology’s
Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington (described above) in order to address
the concerns of both permitted and non-permitted communities in Spokane County. This manual
may exceed the criteria found in the Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington
for both underground injection control and discharge to waters of the state.

2.11 Federal Clean Water Act and NPDES Phase II
Stormwater Regulations
The federal Clean Water Act is the primary federal law protecting water quality and includes the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. Point source
discharges to waters of the U.S., including stormwater and wastewater discharges, are regulated
through NPDES permits issued by the EPA or by delegated states. In Washington, NPDES
permits are issued and implemented by Ecology. The Water Pollution Control Act, chapter 90.48
RCW, is the primary Washington State law protecting water quality.
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Ecology combines the federal NPDES regulations with pertinent state regulations and issues
combined permits that regulate discharges to waters of the U.S. and waters of the state. These
permits are designed to satisfy NPDES permit requirements under the federal Clean Water Act
and state law under the Water Pollution Control Act. “Waters of the state” means all lakes,
rivers, ponds, streams, inland waters, groundwaters, salt waters, and all other waters and water
courses within the jurisdiction of the state of Washington (Chapter 173-216-030(20) WAC).
In December of 1999, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II stormwater regulations. Those rules identified
municipalities that are subject to NPDES municipal stormwater permitting requirements. Federal
regulations required that Phase II permits be issued by December 2002 and that designated Phase
II communities submit an application for permit coverage by March 2003.
In late 2005, the City of Spokane is the only NPDES Phase II permitted community in the
Spokane region.

2.12 Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program
Pursuant to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. s/s 300f et seq.- 1974), the
Washington State Department of Ecology administers an Underground Injection Control (UIC)
Program This program is further authorized by the State Legislature by RCW 43.21A.445 and
by the State Water Pollution Control Act, chapter 90.48 RCW. Specifically, the program is
intended to protect groundwater contamination from injection wells, but more specifically,
protect the water quality of underground sources used for drinking water.
In Spokane County the majority of UIC wells are
“The state’s UIC Program
considered Class V wells. Examples include dry wells,
influences stormwater
french drains, drainfields, and trenches with perforated
management activities in the
pipes.
The threat to groundwater quality varies
County
due to the number of
considerably depending on the volume and nature of fluids
existing
drywells.”
infiltrated, the manner in which the facility is constructed
(e.g., type of equipment used, storage of hazardous
materials during construction, time of year, depth of excavation relative to groundwater, length
and size of earth opening, etc.), and the hydrogeologic setting.
To assist the Department of Ecology, Chapter 173-218 WAC and related amendments set forth
the procedures and practices on how local agencies are to comply with the federal regulations.
Local agencies such as Spokane County are required to comply with the State’s UIC Program
guidelines through monitoring the conditions of the facility, recording routine maintenance
activities (including additions and deletions of wells), mapping and maintaining a database of
each well location, etc.

2.13 Spokane County Critical Areas Ordinance
In 1995, Spokane County enacted a Critical Areas Ordinance to regulate land use activities in
sensitive environments, such as wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas,
geologically hazardous areas and critical aquifer recharge areas as mandated by the State Growth
Section 2 – Planning Criteria
Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan

2-9
26324- Spokane Stormwater Manual\12.06.06\WP\Section2.doc

December 1, 2005

Management Act. This ordinance, which is administered by the County’s Division of Building
and Planning, is intended to maintain and enhance the biological and physical functions and
values of these areas. The protection of these areas offers significant benefits for stormwater
management in terms of stormwater storage, water quality treatment and conveyance.

2.14 Spokane County Shoreline Management Program
Spokane County enacted Spokane County Shorelines Management Program in 1975 in response
to the State Shorelines Management Act (November 1972). This county program set forth
policies and practices intended to protect streams, lakes, impoundments, reservoirs, marshes,
bogs, swamps, floodways, flood plains, etc. under the requirements set forth by Chapter 90.58
RCW at that time.
The County’s Division of Building and Planning has revised the program and prepared a Draft
Shoreline Protection and Restoration Plan (June 2005). This draft plan, which is currently under
public review and comment, outlines the requirements for public education on the affects of
polluted stormwater, improving water quality, promoting watershed planning, preserving
wetlands, stream corridors, open spaces, etc. as well as many others.
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Section 3
Stormwater Management Plans and Early
Action Projects
For the first ten years of operation, the stormwater utility focused on a number of activities
including the preparation of an initial strategic plan, planning efforts for priority basins, and
construction of early action projects.
Currently, Spokane County has prepared basin or watershed plans for Chester Creek, Glenrose,
Central Park, North Spokane and West Plains study areas. The original intent was to prepare
plans for all areas within the SWSA. However, in the late 1990s the Board of County
Commissioners directed that the focus turn from basin planning to implementation of the
stormwater management plans for the highest priority basins.
With the incorporation of the City of Spokane Valley in 2003, much of the Chester Creek and
Central Park basins came under the jurisdiction of the new city. The City is developing its own
stormwater management program for these areas. As such, the Utility has recently focused its
attention on other areas within the County as a matter of priority.

3.1 Early Action Projects and Special Studies
Prior to completion of the basin management plans, some significant problematic areas were
identified that merited more immediate localized solutions. These early action efforts were
initiated after the completion of localized studies and engineering evaluations.
The Utility spent over $2.5 million during the 1990s on Early Action Projects for the Chester
Creek Basin, the Eaglewood area, the Liberty Lake area, North Spokane and the Glenrose area.
The Early Action Projects constructed in North Spokane and Glenrose will be described in the
sections below relating to those individual stormwater management plans. The most significant
early action projects, outside the North Spokane and Glenrose areas, were constructed in the
Chester Creek Basin and in the Eaglewood area.
3.1.1 Eaglewood
The Eaglewood area is a small drainage basin primarily within Section 35, Township 25
North, Range 43 East. The area is north of Peone Creek and east of Highway 2.
Flooding of streets, basements and septic drainfields became a serious problem in the mid
1990s. The County prepared several studies to determine the cause of the problems and
to recommend mitigation measures.
The following excerpts from the Executive Summary of the Report of Hydrogeologic
Services, County Rights-of-Way Flooding, Eaglewood Area, Washington dated
December 12, 1996 provide an overview of the basin characteristics for the Eaglewood
Area:
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Significant residential development, including about 17 subdivisions, has occurred
since the early 1970’s in the Eaglewood area near Mead, Washington. Waste water is
managed through individual and community septic systems. Stormwater runoff from
County roads is managed by disposal in drywells.
Complaints of periodic flooding of roadways, lawns and basements began in the early
1980’s. The number, degree and duration of flooding events has appeared to increase
with increasing development in the basin. Chronic flooding of roadways typically
occurs in three or four areas within the drainage basin.
The area of study on which this report focuses generally is located on the western
margin of the Peone Prairie. Soil units underlying the area include: wind-blown sand
and loess; lacustrine silt, clay and sand; and, flood sand and gravel deposit. The soil
units are, in turn, underlain by intrusive rocks, the Latah Formation and basalt. A
perched water table aquifer within the wind-blown sand occurs in some areas, and
deeper, partially confined to confined aquifers exist within the flood sand and gravel
deposits.
Results of this preliminary study indicate that disposal of waste water through septic
systems, stormwater disposal in drywells, lawn watering and decreased
evapotranspiration resulting from development have caused a rise in the shallow water
table aquifer. The rise in shallow groundwater has diminished the effectiveness of the
drywells and resulted in periodic flooding of roadways. The primary cause of rising
groundwater appears to be disposal of waste water through septic systems.

A second study, entitled “Eaglewood Hydrogeologic Study, Spokane County,
Washington,” was prepared in 1997. The hydrogeology of the near-surface aquifer was
evaluated along with the concept of pumping the stormwater pond area to reduce the
flooding. Soil borings were conducted, groundwater monitoring wells were installed and
groundwater elevations were measured. A water balance for the area was prepared as a
means of understanding the inputs (septic discharges, excess irrigation, etc.) and losses in
the hydrologic system. A numerical model of the shallow groundwater system was
developed, calibrated, and used to evaluate options for mitigating flooding.
Several public meetings were held in the Eaglewood area, some organized by the
neighborhood and others conducted by the County. Residents discussed the results of the
studies of the flooding problems and the potential ways to lessen the problems.
In response to the issues presented, the County elected to construct an Early Action
Project. Specifically, this project involved installing a ground dewatering and monitoring
system in 1998 and development of an operations, maintenance and monitoring manual.
The dewatering system consists of five dewatering wells (approximately 25 feet deep)
and a piping system that removes more than 86,400 gallons of water a day. Water
pumped from the system discharges to wetlands located on both sides of Highway 206
created by the Washington Department of Transportation during the re-alignment of Mt.
Spokane Park Drive.
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After construction of the dewatering system, groundwater levels were typically lowered
by a range of 3 to 5 feet. The primary purposes of the ground dewatering system is to
lower groundwater levels to increase capacity for storage of stormwater and minimize
impacted septic systems in the vicinity of the retention pond and chronic flood areas to
the south.
The County continues to operate and maintain the pump system. County staff monitors
15 of the 23 area groundwater wells and 5 drywells on a monthly basis. Staff also applies
mosquito controls to the disposal area when standing water is evident in warmer months.
Continued maintenance and operation of the system is necessary to reduce basement and
drainfield flooding and to allow drywells in the neighborhood to function.
3.1.2 Chester Creek
Responding to an immediate need, the County elected to prepare a watershed plan for
Chester Creek in advance of other priorities. In March 1997 the Chester Creek
Watershed Plan was prepared. The main goal of this plan was …“to develop a sound
management plan for the Chester Creek Watershed that encompasses practical solutions
that will be implemented. These issues being addressed are drainage and flooding, water
quality, and riparian habitat.”
The Chester Creek Basin generally extends from the community of Mica northward to
Sprague Avenue along the Dishman Mica Highway. The creek crosses under the
highway several times. The following excerpts from the Introduction and Background of
the Plan provide a basic overview of the Chester Creek drainage system in the mid 1990s:
The Chester Creek corridor is both a community resource and a threat to property
and safety. As a resource, it provides open space and aesthetic benefits that add to
the quality of life. It provides water for livestock and habitat for wildlife. There
are several wetlands along the riparian corridor. As diverse and complex natural
systems, wetlands provide sediment and water storage, natural filtration, valuable
wildlife habitat, aesthetic value, and educational opportunities.
The tributary drainage area of Chester Creek is larger than that of Liberty Lake, but
the creek has no surface outlet to the Spokane River and does not result in a lake.
The entire flow percolates or seeps into the valley gravel once it has flowed down
the hillsides where clay soils are more predominant. While some of the water
coming down from the hillsides flows in a channel recognizable as Chester Creek,
much of the water spreads out over a large floodplain, forming “lakes” for a few
days. If the ground is frozen, the water remains ponded until the soil thaws and the
water can soak in.
Following major runoff events, Chester Creek causes severe damage to property
from erosion and flooding. Thorpe Road is closed to traffic for several days almost
every winter or spring due to flooding across the road. In some runoff events the
water floods across Bowdish near the community of Chester. Area residents are
concerned about access for emergency vehicles and school buses.
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Considerable public involvement shaped the Chester Creek Watershed Plan, including a
citizens advisory committee, public workshop, and public meetings. A series of
recommendations on alternative means of reducing problems resulted from this effort.
Chapter 4 of the Chester Creek Watershed Plan makes specific recommendations for
capital improvements and governmental guidance and other non-structural measures to
improve the stormwater management situation in the basin. Among other projects, the
plan recommends construction of an infiltration facility above 28th Avenue west of
Dishman Mica Road, enlarging the capacity of the stream channel from Thorpe Road to
the proposed new infiltration facility, developing public access to a publicly owned
wetland between Bowdish and Schaffer Roads, and acquiring an existing gravel pit as an
infiltration site for handling drainage coming from a sub-basin along State Highway 27.
Governmental guidance and non-structural recommendations include developing and
adopting an erosion control ordinance and other regulations to protect stream resources
and infiltration areas, flood warning signs at bridges and points of recreational access and
support of community involvement programs related to basin issues.
Prior to the incorporation of the City of Spokane Valley, the County developed and
adopted an erosion control ordinance and completed several projects recommended in the
Chester Creek Plan. County projects improved drainage structures under several roads in
the area including Thorpe, Schaffer, Dishman Mica and 46th and created a stormwater
infiltration facility north of Schaffer Road. The County used stormwater funds to restore
the capacity of the wetland between Bowdish and Schaffer and to enlarge the capacity of
the stream channel from south of Thorpe Road up to the new infiltration facility. The
County also enlarged the conveyance ditch from 46th Avenue downstream to SR 27.
Since much of the watershed is now within the City of Spokane Valley, the City will
have the authority and responsibility to determine how to meet stormwater management
needs in City jurisdiction.

3.2 Stormwater Management Plans
Spokane County has prepared stormwater management plans for Chester Creek, Glenrose,
Central Park, North Spokane and West Plains. As noted above, large portions of the Chester
Creek and Central Park basins are now located within the City of Spokane Valley, and decisions
about whether those stormwater management plans will be implemented now rest primarily with
the City.
The Chester Creek Basin was discussed above under Early Action Projects. Since the Central
Park Basin Plan was prepared as part of the Glenrose Plan, this section discusses the Central
Park issues briefly. This section focuses in more depth on the Glenrose, North Spokane and
West Plains Plans. These plans are proposed for adoption along with this CSWMP.
Many of the drainage issues are related to periodic surface water and groundwater flooding,
significant erosion and sedimentation issues and water quality impacts. In each stormwater
management plan the existing land cover conditions are described. Future conditions were
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estimated based on projected growth within the study area.
A hydrologic analysis was
conducted to determine existing and projected surface water flows and velocities as well as
storage volumes using a computer-simulated hydrological model. A series of recommendations
or alternatives to address specific issues identified in the study area are presented. Below is a
general description for each study conducted.
3.2.1 Glenrose/Central Park Stormwater Management Plan,
December 2002
Central Park Basin

The Central Park basin is (as noted above) included in the Spokane County
Glenrose/Central Park Stormwater Management Plan. The Glenrose and Central Park
basins were studied together since the two basins drain to the same location in the 8th and
Carnahan area. Much of the Central Park Basin is now within the City of Spokane
Valley. Thus, only a brief overview of the portion of the plan covering the Central Park
area will be discussed here.
The Central Park basin is a 3.4 square mile heart-shaped drainage basin located south of
8th Avenue and east of Carnahan Road. The eastern portion of the basin adjoins the
Chester Creek Basin and drains from mountainous terrain down to the area along Park
Road and 12th Avenue.
Many of the significant flooding problems in the Central Park Watershed occur in the
hillside area near 16th Avenue and Dickey Street. There are a number of streets in the
area that experience flooding and erosion damage during periods of high runoff. This
area is characterized by shallow bedrock, high groundwater, and few drainage facilities
capable of handling high flows. Hillside development is prone to substantial damage
without properly sized and configured stormwater facilities integrated into the
development of property.
Other areas that have historically experienced flooding problems are located at the base
of hillsides in the following areas: east of Park Road, within the main drainage way
along 11th Avenue east of Bettman Road, and in the hillside area east of Eastern Road
between 14th and 18th Avenues.
The lower area of the Central Park Watershed is relatively flat and contains substantial
development. Shallow flooding and ponding in this area occurs primarily along streets.
However, there are a number of subdivisions and development within the main drainage
ways. Flooding in the hillside area east of Park Road along Beverly Drive, Center Drive,
and Skyline Drive has resulted in erosion of sensitive soils and sediment deposition.
The plan also mentions high groundwater problems observed in the Central Park Basin.
Areas of concern include Koren Road and 16th Avenue, 18th Avenue between Bettman
and Seehorn, the intersection of 18th and Eastern Road and the southeast end of Lake
Road.
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Several public meetings were held to solicit comments during the preparation of the
stormwater management plan. Two alternatives for potential stormwater facilities to
meet the ultimate development needs of the Central Park Basin were offered in the plan.
The alternatives included conveyance only and detention and conveyance. These
alternatives along with projected costs were reviewed and commented on at public
meetings. Potential management measures were also
“A majority of the Central Park
discussed at the public meetings.
Basin is now located within the
City of Spokane Valley, which
will now be responsible for
meeting the basin’s stormwater
management needs.”

Recommendations for management measures for the
Central Park Basin included preservation of drainage
ways; measures to ensure stormwater is appropriately
managed in new developments; means of integrating
existing on-site stormwater systems into the regional
system; and multi-use of stormwater facilities for recreational facilities and open space
amenities.
The major capital improvements recommended for the Central Park Basin included:
 A detention basin located in the area west of Park Road and south of 12th Avenue, at
the confluence of the primary drainage way from the south and a smaller one from the
east. The tributary area draining to this location represents over half of the entire
watershed.
 A detention basin to be located in a drainage channel downstream and near the
bottom of the Dickey/Bettman stormwater system. Although this site has limited
capacity, it could relieve problems up to the level of a 10-year event.
 A final disposal/infiltration site proposed at the gravel pit at 8th and Carnahan. (Note:
the pit is no longer available for consideration due to new ownership.)
Since much of the basin, including the most densely developed portions, is now within
the City of Spokane Valley, the City will have the authority and responsibility to
determine how to meet stormwater management needs for the Central Park Basin.
Glenrose Stormwater Planning Area

The Glenrose Basin was included in the Spokane County Glenrose/Central Park
Stormwater Management Plan. As noted above, the Glenrose and Central Park Basins
were studied together since the two basins drain to the same location in the 8th and
Carnahan area. A portion of the Glenrose Basin is within the City of Spokane, and the
City participated in the basin planning process financially and through City staff input.
The northernmost portion of the basin is now within the City of Spokane Valley.
The Glenrose Basin, shown in Figure 1-1, encompasses approximately 4.3 square miles.
The basin is located south and southeast of the City of Spokane. The eastern portion of
the basin is characterized by forested mountains, as well as grassed and vegetated slopes.
Most of the development in this eastern portion is on large lots. In contrast, the western
portion of the Glenrose Basin is flat with a few distinguishing drainage features and is
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more heavily developed. The portions of the basin within the City of Spokane and the
City of Spokane Valley are already developed at urban densities.
Runoff drains from the southeast and southwest in natural drainage channels and then
northward in the major drainage ways. Like most urban basins in Spokane County, the
Glenrose Basin does not have an outlet to the Spokane River. When runoff reaches flat
areas in the lower reaches, it spreads out or ponds in natural depressions and infiltrates.
Developments including streets have encroached into many of the natural drainage ways
in the urban area of the basin.
Many portions of the Glenrose basin have high groundwater making on-site disposal of
stormwater difficult. High groundwater also affects the functioning of infiltration
facilities, such as drywells, located in the basin’s older neighborhoods. Section 7 of the
Glenrose plan provides a baseline analysis of the groundwater and geologic
circumstances in the basin. Spokane County prepared another report, entitled “Boundary
Revision Evaluation, Glenrose and Central Park High-Risk Drainage Area,” in July 2004.
This report provides updated information about the geology and groundwater levels
based on the best available local information.
Periodic, localized surface water flooding has occurred within the developed portions of
the basin during significant rainfall events and periods of rapid snow melt. This flooding
is due to the limited infiltration capacity within the shallow soil, shallow bedrock,
location of structures in natural depressions, and lack of well-functioning drainage
facilities. Section 3 of the Stormwater Plan offers more detailed discussion on specific
areas prone to flooding and possible causes.
Several public meetings were held to solicit comments during the preparation of the plan.
Meetings to discuss the basin plan process and alternatives were held in June 1996, and in
June, October and December of 1997. Comments from the final meeting in December
1997 are included in Appendix G of the “Glenrose/Central Park Stormwater Management
Plan.”
Sections 9 and 10 of the Stormwater Plan offer a series of alternatives for addressing
flooding and meeting the stormwater management needs of new developments. The
structural alternatives included no action, total conveyance to one disposal location,
detention and conveyance and infiltration/detention/conveyance. These alternatives
along with projected costs were reviewed and commented on at public meetings.
Potential management measures were also discussed at the public meetings.
“Preserving drainage ways,
The Stormwater Plan offers final recommendations
implementing development
based on public input received. The recommended
guidelines, and enhancing
management measures included preserving both
stormwater controls is
primary
and
secondary
drainage
ways,
recommended for Glenrose
implementing new development controls (i.e.
Basin.”
stormwater management guidelines), implementing
hillside development controls (i.e. steep slope
development guidelines), and enhancing existing onsite stormwater control (i.e.
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suitability for integrating private systems into regional facilities). Please refer to Section
11 of the Stormwater Plan for more detailed information.
The structural alternatives include constructing facilities to address existing surface and
groundwater flooding and erosion/sedimentation issues, as well as to provide the
stormwater infrastructure to serve development. The plan recommends a 20-year capital
improvement plan (CIP) for the development and construction of regional stormwater
facilities. The CIP identifies a specific action (project), describes necessary
improvements and estimates the associated costs. The plan identifies $12 million dollars
worth of capital improvements for the Glenrose Basin. Please refer to Section 11 of the
Stormwater Plan for more detailed information.
During the last few years as the Glenrose Basin has continued to develop, the County has
already begun work on portions of the proposed regional stormwater infrastructure. In
summary, the Early Action Projects using stormwater funding for the Glenrose Basin
include:
 Upsizing the 57th Avenue storm sewer installed by the County Engineering and Roads
Division during the reconstruction and widening of the roadway. This project was for
the purpose of taking drainage from development in the tributary area once
downstream facilities can accommodate the additional stormwater.
 Participating with Engineering and Roads in the funding for the construction of the
57th and 55th Avenue evaporation ponds.
 Purchasing floodplain property immediately north of 29th Avenue.
 Acquiring easements and a 5-acre parcel along the Glenrose Channel downstream of
the former City sanitary sewer lagoons.
 Constructing the Glenrose Channel in the natural drainage path downstream of the
sewer lagoons site. The County coordinated with the City of Spokane to have the
drainage channel constructed at the same time the City was installing a sanitary sewer
in the same area.
 Acquiring in conjunction with Engineering and Roads a parcel of low-lying land in
the vicinity of the Ben Burr ROW north of 57th Avenue.
3.2.2 North Spokane Stormwater Management Plan, August 2003
The North Spokane Stormwater Management Plan (Final Report) offers recommended
actions to address existing and future flooding within a study area of approximately 39
square miles. This area includes six drainage basins: Nine Mile Falls; Wandermere,
Mead, Seven Mile, Five Mile/Country Homes; and Magnesium. A portion of the study
area is within the City of Spokane and the Urban Growth Area.
The plan’s
recommendations primarily focus on the Five Mile/Country Homes basin since a large
majority of drainage related problems are reported there.
The Spokane River forms the western boundary of the area while the Little Spokane
River is the north boundary. The land is relatively flat with little natural relief except for
Section 3 – Stormwater Management Plans and Early Action Projects
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the high Five Mile Prairie bluff that rises from the landscape. While some of the flat
areas are underlain with deep sands, the Prairie has bedrock at shallow depths. Several
natural drainage ways convey runoff from Five Mile Prairie. The dominant one begins
on the Prairie, drains southward down Austin Draw, turns northward to the concrete
channel in Country Homes Boulevard, flows through the Price and Wall Streets area and
continues draining northwest and ultimately would be expected to discharge under high
flow conditions into the Little Spokane River at a golf course north of Waikiki Road.
Section 2 of the Stormwater Plan provides more detailed information about the area.
Under existing conditions, surface water runoff
generally infiltrates into the upper soils within the
basins. Following significant rainfall or snow melt
events, surface water and localized shallow
groundwater cause flooding of private lands and
public roadways, erosion and sedimentation, and
temporary impacts to water quality. An assessment of the types of drainage-related
problems was conducted as a part of the study. Many of these problems are common
throughout the study area and generally include: lack of maintenance of existing
stormwater facilities; lack of public education about appropriate means of handling
stormwater runoff; inadequate engineering design and construction of stormwater
facilities; lack of effective construction inspection; and lack of effective enforcement of
stormwater standards. The Plan also identifies drainage related problems specific to the
Five Mile Prairie/Country Homes area such as shallow groundwater and basement
flooding, increasing runoff, erosion and sedimentation in drainage ways (e.g. Austin
Draw), and inadequate stormwater conveyance, storage and disposal facilities. Please
refer to Section 3 of the Stormwater Plan for more detailed information. Another report
(Boundary Revision Evaluation, North Spokane High Risk Drainage Area) prepared by
the County in 2004 provides updated information about the geology and groundwater
levels in the area.
“The Five Mile/Country Homes
Basin experiences the most
significant stormwater problems
within the North Spokane Study
Area.”

During the stormwater planning process, three public meetings were held. The meeting
on June 9, 1999 focused on the results of a citizen questionnaire about drainage and on
concerns/questions from the public. The April 12, 2000 meeting included an update on
the soils, hydrology and related information gathered for the plan and preliminary
information about possible stormwater future stormwater scenarios.
County
representatives listened to comments and ideas from the public. On December 6, 2000
the public commented on plan alternatives and on a proposed project to restore the
drainage channel along Country Homes Boulevard. Appendix H of the North Spokane
SWMP provides additional information about the public process.
The plan identifies stormwater management policies, programs and capital improvements
to address the drainage-related issues. Some of the recommended policies and related
programs include improved response to drainage complaints through a Neighborhood
Drainage Response Program, enhanced annual maintenance of stormwater facilities,
routinely refining and upgrading standards for new stormwater facilities, coordination
between the City of Spokane and the County on drainage issues and creating an on-going
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public education and outreach program. For more specific information about the
recommended policies and programs, please refer to Section 5 of the Stormwater Plan.
The plan includes a capital improvement plan (CIP) for the Five Mile/Country Homes
basin. Specific improvements along with their associated costs are outlined in Section 5
of the Stormwater Plan.
The County has acquired property at Price/Wall for a regional stormwater infiltration
facility. Geotechnical analyses of the site are demonstrating that the property is suitable
for infiltration. The analyses will be helpful in determining the amount of runoff that can
be disposed of on the site.
In addition, County staff has met with property owners along the private ditch that
connects the Country Homes channel to the Price/Wall property to discuss how the ditch
can be cleaned and maintained. A survey of the ditch, the Price/Wall property and the
channel up through the proposed Barnes Street project is essentially complete. County
staff has also coordinated with City Public Works staff regarding the Conservations
Futures acquisition of Austin Draw.
3.2.3 West Plains Stormwater Management Area
The Stormwater Management Plan for the West Plains Planning Area-Final Report, Feb.
2003 explains that the West Plains Study Area encompasses approximately 37 square
miles and generally is bounded by the Spokane River and Latah Creek to the east, and the
City of Airway Heights to the west. While most of the northern portion is rural or park
land, the southern part contains industrial, commercial, residential and agricultural land
uses. Much of the stormwater planning area and all of the focus area lie within the
County’s Urban Growth Boundary. The City of Spokane currently provides water and
sewer service to much of the West Plains, and the area is poised for significant
commercial, industrial and residential development in the future. The absence of regional
stormwater facilities and the poorly draining soils generally limit new developments to
evaporation ponds for stormwater disposal. These facilities may require from 35 to 50
percent of a development site area.
Most of the planning area has shallow soils over basalt bedrock, shallow groundwater
conditions and flat topography. A 2004 report entitled Boundary Revision Evaluation,
West Plains High Risk Drainage Area, prepared by Spokane County provides additive
information regarding the geology and water table levels in the area. Several large creeks
flow from the study area, which include Marshall Creek, Garden Springs Creek, Indian
Canyon Creek, and Deep Creek. Other minor surface water drainage features are few
and at times intermittent. Surface ponding is common in many isolated shallow
depressional areas due to the flat topography. In the western portion of the study area,
significant flooding of basements and roads has become common.
Aside from roadside ditches, Spokane County does not operate a stormwater collection
system in the study area. A majority of the stormwater facilities (evaporation ponds and
drywells) are owned by private landowners and associated with recent site development.
Section 3 – Stormwater Management Plans and Early Action Projects
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Surface water runoff resulting from significant rainfall events or rapid snow melt
generally ponds in ditches and shallow depression areas until the water evaporates or
slowly infiltrates into the ground.
Generally four drainage basins are located within the Study Area: 1) Deep Creek; 2)
Airway Heights; 3) I-90; and 4) Marshall Creek. Surface drainage in each of these
basins generally flows to the northeast, except for the western portions of the I-90 and
Airway Heights basins. These areas have a few well defined surface water channels.
Please refer to Section 2 of the Stormwater Plan for more detailed information on each of
the basins.
In the Deep Creek and Airway Heights basins, the types of drainage-related issues were
relatively minor and considered generally nuisance flooding. In the Deep Creek and
Marshall Basins, observed flooding was related to undersized or blocked culverts and
ditches. In the Airway Heights basin, surface water flooding was observed due to the
presence of shallow groundwater tables and runoff being directed to shallow depressional
areas.
In the I-90 basin, the eastern portion of the basin experiences short-term nuisance
flooding caused by shallow groundwater (e.g. basement flooding, ponding, etc.) and
temporary flooding over streets and roadways. The western portion of the basin
experiences more sustained flooding. Due to the relatively flat topography and shallow
depth to bedrock, basement flooding in the basin’s western portion is most significant.
Please refer to Section 2 of the Stormwater Plan for more detailed information on the
issues within each of the basins.
As noted in Section 3 of the Plan, affected stakeholders were involved throughout the
stormwater planning process. Tools used to communicate with and obtain feedback from
stakeholders included surveys, public open house meetings, business forums, and work
with the West Plains Ad Hoc Committee and the West Plains Economic Development
Alliance.
The West Plains Ad Hoc Committee was a public-private group formed prior to the
planning process to address West Plains drainage issues. The Committee turned its
recommendations over to the County and the West Plains Chamber of Commerce and
specifically the subcommittee (West Plains Economic Development Alliance) for follow
up. County staff coordinated with the City of Spokane and the Spokane International
Airport at key points in the planning process.
The Stormwater Plan offers a comprehensive list of
“The West Plains Study Area is
preliminary structural and non-structural alternatives
in need of a regional infiltration
to address the drainage-related issues within the West
facility and programmatic
stormwater management
Plains study area. The structural recommendations,
activities.”
selected after public review, include: 1) the
construction of a regional stormwater infiltration
facility and related conveyance system; and 2) small discrete stormwater improvement
projects to address localized concerns (crushed culverts, short-term road flooding, etc.).
The total cost of improvements is approximately $15.5 million.
Section 3 – Stormwater Management Plans and Early Action Projects
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The plan also recommends the non-structural alternatives of development management
and drainage response activities. Development management activities include providing
information about regional stormwater issues at pre-application or stormwater scoping
meetings, continuing maintenance of a database of known flooding or other drainage
concerns, and detailed design reviews and site inspection of new development
applications. The plan further recommends developing a response team to identify
whether a reported drainage concern is a private or public issue. Further, this team would
collect information to determine whether maintenance activities are necessary or whether
a capital facility is necessary. Please refer to Sections 3 and 4 of the Stormwater Plan for
detailed information on the process used and recommendations offered.
Currently, the Spokane International Airport is expanding to the west through much of
the Airport West Service Area. The recommendation of an open ditch conveyance
system through the airport expansion area may need to be re-visited. A pipe system
crossing the airport property may be more in keeping with the airport’s runway expansion
project.
Recent changes to the County’s Comprehensive Plan have expanded the urban growth
boundary in the vicinity of the study area and indicate that some of the land once
expected to be developed for commercial and industrial purposes may become residential
developments instead in the future. These changes will be considered as the West Plains
Stormwater Management Plan is implemented.
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Section 4
Capital Improvement Plans
This section is intended to provide an overview of the six-year capital improvement plan (CIP)
beginning in January 2006 for the Spokane County Stormwater Utility. All costs shown in this
section are in 2005 dollars. It is expected that revisions to the costs of planned projects and year
of implementation will vary pending the availability of revenue, complexity of environmental
issues, status of land acquisitions as well as due to other unforeseen social and economic related
issues.
Comprehensive capital planning efforts for areas within the County’s Stormwater Service Area
began in the mid 1990s. These efforts include drainage studies conducted over either a large
geographical area, or a specific watershed or drainage basin. The County has currently prepared
a total of five (5) drainage studies or basin plans. These studies or plans recommend actions
related to both structural and non-structural alternatives to address flooding, groundwater,
erosion and sedimentation, and water quality problems identified in each study area and/or
drainage basin. As explained elsewhere in this document, the utility is focusing on three (3)
basins or planning areas. The recommended structural alternatives for the three (3) plans
become part of the county Stormwater Utility’s 6 and 20 year capital facility plans.
Along with these ongoing basin planning efforts, the Utility also records and assesses drainage
related complaints within the service area as they are reported. Through careful assessment of
these complaints, prospective projects and necessary regional capital improvements are
identified, scoped and subsequently will be included within the CIP for subsequent years.

4.1 Functional Capital Improvement Categories
Stormwater capital improvements within Spokane County typically address 1) Surface Water
Flooding; 2) Groundwater; 3) Erosion and
“Capital Improvement Projects
Sedimentation; and 4) Water Quality problems. Many
address known and projected
of the projects identified address multiple priorities
surface flooding, high
providing greater community benefits.
groundwater, soil erosion,
sedimentation and water quality
issues.”

These capital improvement projects intended to address
surface water flooding and groundwater problems
typically involve the construction of stormwater
conveyance systems (e.g. culverts, piping networks, grass-lined ditches, etc.) or regional
stormwater storage and/or disposal facilities (e.g. infiltration ponds, evaporation ponds, detention
ponds, etc.). These are intended to expand, enhance or provide a safe and reliable means of
collecting, conveying and storing peak stormwater flows and volumes and to reduce impacts to
the public and private properties. These facilities are typically located within county rights of
way or lands granted to the county through purchase/sale agreements or utility easements or
tracts.
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In some cases, natural shallow depressions, ditches and swales are used to collect, convey and
store peak stormwater flows and volumes. Since many of these areas are located on privately
owned property, the County Utility is actively pursuing the acquisition of these lands through
purchase or easement to protect the drainage patterns.
Occasionally, erosion and sedimentation issues occur when geologically steep areas become
saturated and unstable (e.g. mass wasting).
More frequently, however, erosion and
sedimentation are caused by peak or excessive stormwater velocities over construction sites
where all the native vegetation has been removed. Natural channels, roadside ditches and
landscaping on properties downstream of the construction site may erode following significant
rainfall or rapid snow melt events. Soil particles become suspended and conveyed within a street
gutter, channel, ditch, etc. These materials then settle in pools and plug culverts, or simply
reduce the conveyance capacity. These circumstances may result in both temporary flooding and
water quality impacts. The Utility has identified several capital improvement projects where
temporary or permanent erosion/sedimentation and water quality concerns exist.
The Utility has established four functional categories based on the planned capital
improvements, which are as follows:
Conveyance (C): A facility intended to collect and transport surface water safely and effectively
from the point of collection to a point of discharge. These facilities generally include pipes,
ditches, channels and their related appurtenances (e.g. manholes, catchbasins, gates, etc.).
Detention (D): A facility intended to release stormwater runoff via a conveyance system or
overland at a slower rate than it is collected; the difference in runoff volumes will be held in
temporary storage. This facility may be located above or below ground, such as a pond or tank
respectively.
Infiltration (I): A facility intended to collect stormwater runoff by providing volume storage
during the runoff event, and then, allow runoff to discharge via the downward movement by
gravity from the land surface to the subsoil.
Study (S): A geotechnical, environmental or other study that is critical in determining whether a
particular stormwater management concept or proposed stormwater facility will be appropriate
and function without significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated.

4.2 Glenrose/Central Park
4.2.1 Central Park Basin

“There are no Capital
Improvement Projects proposed
by the County for the Central
Park Basin. The City of
Spokane Valley will determine
how to address the stormwater
management needs.”

Sections 10 and 11 of the Glenrose/Central Park
Stormwater Management Plan, December 2002 offer
more specific information on the capital
improvements necessary in the Central Park area.
However, since much of the basin, including the most
densely developed portions, is now within the City of Spokane Valley, the City will have
the authority and responsibility to determine how to meet these stormwater management
needs. As such, there are no capital improvements planned by Spokane County at this
time for the Central Park basin.
Section 4 – Capital Improvement Plans
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4.2.2 Glenrose Basin
Within the Glenrose drainage basin, surface water flooding, high groundwater and
erosion/sedimentation problems are observed. The key strategies to address these
specific problems include protecting natural drainage features, protecting natural
infiltration sites (e.g. shallow depressional areas, etc.), acquiring areas for new regional
detention/retention facilities, constructing new conveyances (channels, pipes, ditches,
swales, etc.), acquisition of lands for a large regional infiltration area and development of
stormwater management controls.
Below is a list of structural alternatives (or capital improvement projects) identified in the
Spokane County Stormwater 6-year Capital Improvement Plan for Glenrose basin, along
with a brief description and associated costs:
D-1 - Detention Facility at Site of Previous Glennaire Sanitary Sewage Lagoons – The
City of Spokane owned and operated sanitary sewage lagoons constructed by a private
party in a natural drainage way. When the City constructed a major sewer line to the area
in 2004, the lagoons were no longer needed for holding wastewater. Through an
interlocal agreement, the City has transferred the lagoon property to the County for as
long as the County needs it for a stormwater detention facility. When the City annexes
the property or an agreed upon portion of the area, then the County will return the
property to the City for operation and maintenance. The County will design and
construct a stormwater detention facility on this site. The County will work to construct a
facility that can be used by the local residents as a neighborhood amenity. The estimated
costs for this improvement plan element are approximately $640,932.
I-1 Land/Site Investigation - Since the gravel pit originally sought as the final infiltration
site for the Glenrose stormwater management system is no longer available, the Utility
seeks to purchase alternative lands further up in the drainage basin for the purposes for
regional stormwater management. This element includes the preparation of necessary
engineering studies (hydrologic, soils properties, etc.) and environmental studies to
determine the suitability of specific parcels for siting regional infiltration facilities. The
estimated costs for this capital improvement
“The 6 year Capital
plan element are approximately $769,095.
Improvement Plan for the
Glenrose Basin area totals
approximately $4,139,947.”

I-1 Final Disposal/Infiltration Site - As noted
above, since the original proposed site for
disposal of surface water from the Glenrose
Basin is no longer available, the Utility seeks an alternative infiltration site. Once that
site is identified and determined to be one that will function well and have low
environmental impacts, the site will be purchased and an infiltration facility designed and
constructed. The estimated costs for this capital improvement element are $819,587.
C-1 Land for channels in Cherry Lane Area - This capital improvement element
includes the purchase of lands along the natural drainage way and floodplain feature.
This drainage way traverses private lands and is important to providing positive drainage
in the Glenrose basin. The estimated costs for this capital improvement element are
$386,837.
Section 4 – Capital Improvement Plans
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C-2 Culvert and Ben Burr Channel- The County’s Utility intends to evaluate an existing
culvert in the vicinity of 57th Avenue for possible modification and to construct a series
of small wetlands along Ben Burr right-of-way. The project is likely to be integrated into
a County Roads project that will include the construction of a pathway along the old
railroad right of way. The estimated costs for this capital improvement element are
$228,602.
D-2 Evaporation Ponds Conversion to Detention- Two large evaporation ponds were
constructed several years ago to handle drainage from 57th Avenue within the basin
study area. Although the stormwater pipe in 57th Avenue was “oversized” to allow for
additional runoff from private property in the future, the ponds at the end of the pipe
system cannot be expanded to accept any runoff other than that from the road. The ponds
sit atop shallow bedrock in a densely developed neighborhood.
Converting the
evaporation ponds to detention ponds when the City of Spokane is ready to accept
drainage from the facilities will allow the pond to accept additional runoff. The
estimated costs for this capital improvement element are $679,302.
C-3 Major Culverts- This capital improvement element involves removing and replacing
several existing culverts at roadway crossing throughout the Glenrose basin along the
primary and secondary drainage features. The estimated costs for this capital
improvement element are $615,592.
The six year total of the Capital Improvement Plan for the Glenrose area is estimated as
$4,139,947. The table shown below indicated the planned time of implementation for
each of the above mentioned capital improvements.
Table 4-1
Glenrose 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan
Capital
Projected Year
Improvements
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
D-1 Lagoons
$528,381 $112,551
Reconstruction
I-1 Land/Site
$109,273 $659,822
Investigation/
Design
I-1 Final
Disposal/Infiltratio
$403,737
$415,850
n Site
C-1 Land for
$386,837
channels in Cherry
Lane Area
C-2 Culvert and
$228,602
Ben Burr Channel
D-2 Evaporation
Ponds Conversion
$679,302
to Detention
C-3 Major
$615,592
Culverts
Totals per year
$637,654 $772,373 $403,737 $1,031,289 $679,302 $615,592
Total for the 6 Years
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Totals
$640,932
$769,095
$819,587
$386,837
$228,602
$679,302
$615,592
$4,139,947
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Please refer to Sections 10 and 11 of the Glenrose/Central Park Stormwater Management
Plan, December 2002 for more specific information on the above mentioned capital
improvements and more detailed discussion.

4.3 North Spokane Area
The North Spokane Stormwater Management Plan recommends actions to address existing and
future flooding within six drainage basins: Nine Mile Falls; Wandermere, Mead, Seven Mile,
Five Mile/Country Homes; and Magnesium. However, a majority of the drainage problems
occur in the Five Mile/Country Homes basin.
Below is a list of structural alternatives (or capital improvement projects) identified in the
Spokane County Stormwater 6-year Capital Improvement Plan for the North Spokane study area,
along with a brief description and associated costs:
C-1 Country Homes to Price/Wall Cleanout - This capital improvement element consists of
enhancing an existing channel to increase the flow capacity from the County Homes Boulevard
to the Price/Wall areas. The estimated costs for this capital improvement element are $40,000.
C-2 Barnes Channel Cleanout - This element will enhance the existing channel upstream and
downstream of the Barnes Street Bridge to increase capacity by removing material to expand the
channel’s width and depth to allow water to flow more
“For the North Spokane- Five
freely.
The estimated costs for this capital
Mile/Country
Homes area, the 6
improvement element are $79,765.
year Capital Improvement Plan
totals approximately
$3,428,858.”

DI-1 Price/Wall Regional Infiltration Facility
Construction - This capital improvement includes the
design, and construction of a regional infiltration
facility that can also serve as a community amenity. The facility is expected to include a
settling/sedimentation element to treat stormwater runoff before it flows into the major
infiltration portion of the facility. Pretreatment is essential to keep the infiltration facility clean
and functioning and to protect water quality. The facility is important to reduce both existing
and future drainage problems downstream. The estimated costs for this capital improvement
element are $2,746,724.
C-3 High-flow Bypass to City’s Gravel Pit - This capital improvement element involves the
design and construction of a pipe conveyance system to accommodate peak flows within Austin
Draw. Peak flows from major storms will be captured and diverted to an existing stormwater
infiltration facility located within the City of Spokane. The estimated costs for this capital
improvement element are $562,369.
The six year total of the Capital Improvement Plan for the North Spokane area is estimated as
$3,428,858. The table shown below indicates the planned time of implementation for each of the
above mentioned capital improvements.
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Table 4-2
North Spokane 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan
Projected Year
Capital Improvements
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
C-1 Country Homes to
Price/Wall Ditch
$40,000
Cleanout
C-2 Barnes Channel
$79,765
Cleanout
DI-1 Price/Wall
Regional Infiltration
$437,758 $901,781 $928,835 $478,350
Facility Construction
C-3 High-flow Bypass
$277,029 $285,340
to City's Gravel Pit
Totals per year
$557,523 $901,781 $928,835 $478,350 $277,029 $285,340
Total for the 6 Years

Project
Totals
$40,000
$79,765
$2,746,724
$562,369
$3,428,85

Please refer to Section 5, Element 3 of the North Spokane Stormwater Management Plan, Final
Report, August 2003 for more specific information on the above mentioned capital
improvements and more detailed discussion.

4.4 West Plains Area
The West Plains Study area generally includes four drainage basins located within the Study
Area: 1) Deep Creek; 2) Airway Heights; 3) I-90 (east and west); and 4) Marshall Creek. Due
to the nature of drainage problems observed in the West Plains study area, the plan favors both
non-structural county-wide and structural alternatives in the I-90 basin.
Below is a list of non-structural and structural alternatives (or capital improvement projects)
identified in the Spokane County Stormwater 6-year Capital Improvement Plan for West Plains
study area, along with a brief description and associated costs:
S-1 Additional Water Quality Studies- This element includes geotechnical studies and
monitoring to determine the suitability of specific parcels or locations for siting regional
infiltration facilities and to assess potential water quality impacts associated with such facilities.
The estimated costs for this capital improvement plan element are approximately $76,491.
S-2 Additional Groundwater/Environmental Studies- This element includes geotechnical and
scientific studies of the potential water quality and quantity impacts to the Wanapum Aquifer and
downgradient impacts related to localizing infiltration of larger volumes of surface water (e.g.
possible reductions in base flows in Indian Canyon and
Garden Springs Creeks and seepage in new locations.)
“The 6 year West Plains Area
Capital Improvement Plan totals
The estimated costs for this capital improvement plan
approximately $5,927,646.”
element are approximately $327,818.
I-1 Regional Infiltration Facility- This element involves the construction of a regional
infiltration facility north of the Spokane County International Airport in the paleochannel. This
capital improvement will include land acquisition, design and construction costs associated with
the project. The estimated costs for this capital improvement plan element are approximately
$2,738,570.
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C-1 Regional Conveyance Improvements- The Utility plans to construct necessary
improvements to the stormwater conveyance system to improve flow capacity throughout the
West Plains area. Most of the improvements are expected to be grass-lined ditches. The
estimated costs for this capital improvement plans element is approximately $2,784,767.
The six year total of the Capital Improvement Plan for the West Plains area is estimated as
$5,927,646. The table shown below indicated the planned time of implementation for each of
the above mentioned capital improvements.
Table 4-3
West Plains 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan
Capital Improvement

S-1 Additional Water
Quality Studies
S-2 Additional
Groundwater/
Environmental Studies
I-1 Regional
Infiltration Facility
C-1 Regional
Conveyance
Improvements
Totals per year
Total for the 6 Years

2006

2007

Projected Year
2008
2009

2010

2011

Project
Totals

$76,491

$76,491

$327,818

$327,818

$257,582

$661,891

$900,317

$900,317

$1,043,347

$1,043,347

$537,324

$2,738,570

$537,413

$1,107,071

$1,140,283

$1,074,737

$1,107,071

$1,140,283

$2,784,767
$5,927,646

Please refer to Sections 3 and 4 of the Stormwater Management Plan for the West Plains
Planning Area, Final Report, Feb. 2003 for more specific information on the above mentioned
capital improvements and more detailed discussion.

4.5 Summary of 6-year Capital Improvement Plan
The initial Spokane County 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan (FY2006 to FY2011)
is the combination of those capital improvement plans offered above and is summarized as
follows:

Capital
Improvement
Glenrose/
Central Park Area
North Spokane
Area
West Plains Area
Totals per year
Total for the 6 Years

Table 4-4
Summary of Capital Improvement Plans
Projected Year
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

2011

Project
Totals

$637,654

$772,373

$403,737

$1,039,289

$679,302

$615,592

$4,139,947

$557,523

$901,781

$928,835

$478,350

$277,029

$285,340

$3,428,858

$661,891
$1,857,068

$900,317
$2,574,471

$1,043,347
$2,375,919

$1,074,737
$2,584,376

$1,107,071
$2,063,402

$1,140,283
$2,041,215

$5,927,646
$13,496,451

The Spokane County Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan is intended to be dynamic, where
annually the Utility will assess the status of projects and determine priorities. It is expected that
in subsequent years this plan will vary depending on the completion of projects, availability of
funding sources, and unforeseen emerging stormwater issues.
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Section 5
Financing and Rates
5.1 Introduction
In 2004 a comprehensive Funding Analysis and Rate Study was completed for Spokane
County’s stormwater utility (SWU). That study examined the adequacy of the existing rates,
provided a projection of future rates under varying rate designs, and developed System
Development Charges (SDCs). Recogn izing that stormwater rates had not been adjusted since
1992 and that recently completed basin plans identified $23 million of new capital improvements
before 2013, it was apparent that increases were necessary to complete capital projects. The
initial rates were never intended to fully cover CIP project expenses. In 1992 rates were
implemented to focus on routine operational
“The County was facing a
responsibilities, develop basin plans, and address urgent
54% reduction in revenue due
needs or early action projects.
to the incorporation of the
The County faced a 54% reduction in revenue due to the
City of Spokane Valley.”
incorporation of the City of Spokane Valley. Along with
the incorporation went many of the projects identified
within the planning area. A financial plan, or 10-year revenue requirement projection was
developed for the SWU. This financial plan was developed using a cash basis approach. It
included reductions in SWU staff, rate revenue, and CIP projects being assumed by the City of
Spokane Valley.
Consequently, the 2004 study developed a financing strategy that included various internal and
external funding sources. The County Commissioners adopted rates for four distinct geographic
areas. The three major basin planning areas each received a separate rate that covered their own
CIP. The remaining area receives a base level of services, but minimal direct benefit from
capital improvements. Therefore, this area pays a considerably lower rate. SDCs for the three
major basin planning areas were also calculated and adopted.
The following sections provide background information regarding the overall financing strategy
and the general approach used in adjustments made to account for the capital improvements
noted in previous chapters.

5.2 Development of Revenue Requirements
Revenue requirements for the utility should include four major cost components. These include
the following:





Operations and maintenance expenses (O&M)
Taxes and transfers
Debt service, and
Capital improvements funded through rates

Additionally, reserve levels are appropriate for various financial needs and to maintain financial
stability. Historically, the utility has not relied upon bond or loan financing. Therefore, there
has been no debt service. However, there are and will be several significant capital
Section 5 – Financing and Rates
Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan

5-1
26324- Spokane Stormwater Manual\12.06.06WP\Section5.doc

December 1, 2005

improvements identified that will require the use of loans and bond funds. A more detailed
discussion of capital funding strategies is presented in this Section.
5.2.1 Operations, Maintenance, and Taxes
In developing the future year projections, budget documents for 2004 expenses were used
and escalated at a rate of 1%-4% depending on the type of expense. For example, labor
related expenses were escalated at 4% per year during the projected time period, while
miscellaneous expenses were escalated at 1% per year during the projected time period.
Total O&M expenses ranged from $1.02 million in 2004 to $1.4 million in 2013. In
addition to the existing operating budget expenses, the future estimates include operating
and maintenance costs of the new facilities, a neighborhood response program to address
areas inside and outside the planning areas, and groundwater and drainage way
monitoring costs.
5.2.2 Capital Funding
There have been a few additional minor
“Overall, the Utility plans a total
annexations into the City of Spokane. It was
of approximately $13.5 million in
necessary to adjust the capital improvement plan
capital improvements from 2006
once again, to account for projects that are now
to 2011. This equates to an
anticipated to be funded by the City of Spokane,
average annual projected
and to move some other projects forward or back
expenditure of $2.2 million in
in time, to better accommodate timing of other
capital improvements each
related activities. These adjustments to the
year.…”
capital plan were discussed in Section 4 of this
report. The projects were adjusted for inflation
accordingly (increased for those projects adjusted
to later in the planning period, and decreased for those accelerated forward in the plan).
The funding sources relevant to these remaining projects are discussed below.
Overall, the Utility anticipates approximately $23 million in capital improvements by
2013 with a total of $13.5 million in capital improvements from 2006 to 2011. This
equates to an average annual projected expenditure of $2.2 million in capital
improvements each year over the next 6 years. However, the average annual rate revenue
available for this project is approximately $550,000 per year. Therefore, additional
borrowing will be required to implement these projects. One mechanism to reduce
required borrowing is through system development charge (SDC) revenue. This is
collected from new customers and is discussed later in more detail. Preliminary
estimates anticipate approximately $200,000 annually in SDC revenue to offset capital
costs. Table 5-1 indicates the annual SDC revenue anticipated from the Glenrose, North
Spokane, and West Plains basins.

Section 5 – Financing and Rates
Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan

5-2
26324- Spokane Stormwater Manual\12.06.06\WP\Section5.doc

December 1, 2005

Table 5-1
System Development Charge Revenue By Planning Area
Planning Area
Annual Revenue
Glenrose
$60,000
North Spokane
$70,000
West Plains
$150,000
Total
$280,000

The following three tables provide the financial plan for each capital planning area along
with the proposed funding sources for those projects.
Table 5-2
Glenrose 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Funding Plan
Project Title
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Glenrose Channel
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
Land/Site Investigation
109,273
659,822
0
0
0
0
Lagoons Reconstruction
528,381
112,551
0
0
0
0
Evap pond convert to
detention
0
0
0
0
679,302
0
GR 32 - culvert
0
0
0
228,602
0
0
GR 41 & GR 42 - land at
Cherry Lane
0
0
0
386,837
0
0
Final Disp Dev Infiltration Site
0
0
403,737
415,850
0
0
GR 29 - major culvert
0
0
0
0
0
307,796
GR 27 - major culvert
0
0
0
0
0
307,796
On-site Sys. Connect. to
Regional
0
0
0
0
0
0
-----------------------------------------------------------------Glenrose Subtotal
$637,654
$772,373
$403,737
$1,031,289
$679,302
$615,592
Less: Glenrose Funding
Sources
From Operating Reserve
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
From Capital Reserve
110,000
150,000
50,000
50,000
95,000
100,000
System Development
Charges
60,000
60,000
60,000
60,000
60,000
60,000
Groundwater Capital
Charges
0
0
0
0
0
75,000
Grants/Cost Sharing
0
0
0
0
0
0
ULID/Latecomers
0
0
0
0
0
0
Low-interest Loans
0
0
0
0
340,000
0
Future Revenue Bond
Funding
310,000
390,000
115,000
740,000
0
195,000
-----------------------------------------------------------------Total Outside Funding
Sources
$480,000
$600,000
$225,000
$850,000
$495,000
$430,000
Glenrose Capital Rate
Funding
$157,654
$172,373
$178,737
$181,289
$184,302
$185,592

Total
$0
769,095
640,932
679,302
228,602
386,837
819,587
307,796
307,796
0
-----------$4,139,948
$0
555,000
360,000
75,000
0
0
340,000
1,750,000
-----------$3,080,000
$1,059,948

The projects listed in Table 5-2 total $4.2 million. The Glenrose capital plan assumes a
total of $1 million in rate revenue funding, $555,000 from reserves, $360,000 in SDC
funding, and $340,000 in low-interest loan for the Evaporation Pond conversion to
detention. Most significantly, the financing plan assumes that the utility will fund
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$1,750,000 of the projects, or 42% with revenue bond funding. The approach for bond
funding is discussed further below within the Financing Strategy section.
Table 5-3
North Spokane 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Funding Plan
Project Title
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Total
Country Homes to
Price/Wall Restor.
$40,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$40,000
Barnes St. Channel
Cleanout
77,441
0
0
0
0
0
77,441
Purchase Austin Draw
Properties
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Austin Draw
Stabilization
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Country Homes Blvd
Channel
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Price and Wall
Regional Infiltration
Facility
437,758
901,781
928,835
478,350
0
0
2,746,724
High-flow Bypass to
City's Gravel Pits
0
0
0
0
277,029
285,340
562,369
North Five Mile Prairie
Pipeline
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
To Capital Reserves
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
-------------------- -------------------------------------------------------North Spokane Area
$557,205
$903,788
$930,843
$480,359
$279,039
$287,351 $3,426,534
Subtotal
Less: North Spokane
Funding Sources
From Operating
Reserve
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
From Capital Reserve
227,441
100,000
275,000
65,000
25,000
32,000
724,441
System Development
Charges
70,000
70,000
70,000
70,000
70,000
70,000
420,000
Groundwater Capital
Charges
0
0
0
0
37,500
37,500
75,000
Grants/Cost Sharing
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
ULID/Latecomers
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Low-interest Loans
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Future Revenue Bond
Funding
180,000
647,000
450,000
200,000
0
0
1,477,000
----------- ------------ -------------------------------------------------------Total Outside Funding
Sources
$477,441
$817,000
$795,000
$335,000
$132,500
$139,500 $2,696,441
No. Spokane Capital
Rate Funding
$79,764
$86,788
$135,843
$145,359
$146,539
$147,851
$742,144

For North Spokane’s capital funding plan, the projects listed total $3.4 million. This plan
assumes a total of $740,000 in rate revenue funding, $725,000 from reserves, and
$420,000 in SDC funding, and $75,000 in minor fee revenue for customers connecting
for groundwater management. This financing plan assumes that the utility will fund
$1,500,000 of the projects, or 43% of the total projects with revenue bond funding.
Section 5 – Financing and Rates
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Table 5-4
West Plains 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Funding Plan
Project Title
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
Additional Water
Quality Studies
$76,491
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
Additional
Groundwater Studies
327,818
0
0
0
0
0
Regional
Conveyance
Improvements
0
0
0
537,413
1,107,071
1,140,283
Wetland Mitigation
0
0
0
0
0
0
Regional Infiltration
Pond
257,582
900,317
1,043,347
537,324
0
0
To Capital Reserves
0
0
0
0
0
0
----------- -------------------------------------------------------West Plains Area
$661,891
$900,317 $1,043,347 $1,074,737 $1,107,071 $1,140,283
Total
Less: West Plains
Funding Sources
From Operating
Reserve
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
From Capital
Reserve
0
20,000
70,000
300,000
235,000
240,000
System
Development Charges
150,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
Capital Charges
0
0
0
0
0
0
Grants/Cost Sharing
0
0
0
0
0
0
ULID/Latecomers
0
0
560,000
360,000
455,000
485,000
Low-interest Loans
0
0
0
0
0
0
Future Revenue
Bond Funding
310,000
500,000
0
0
0
0
--------------------- --------------------------------------------Total Outside Funding
Sources
$460,000
$670,000
$780,000
$810,000
$840,000
$875,000
West Plains Capital
Rate Funding
$201,891
$230,317
$263,347
$264,737
$267,071
$265,283

“The total of all planning area capital

projects funded from rates is $3.3
million from 2006 to 2011. This
represents approximately 25 percent
of the total capital improvement plan
through these 6 years. The past
practice of the utility has been to pay
as you go 100 percent…”

Total
$76,491
327,818
2,784,767
0
2,738,569
0
-----------$5,927,645

$0
865,000
900,000
0
0
1,860,000
0
810,000
-----------$4,435,000
$1,492,645

The West Plains planning area capital
funding plan calls for $5.9 million in
capital projects over the six-year period.
The funding plan assumes $865,000 in
reserve funding, $900,000 in SDC
funding, $810,000 in revenue bond
funding and $1.5 million in rate funding.
Another significant assumption within this
plan is that the regional conveyance
improvements and infiltration pond will be
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funded through a utility local improvement district of $1,860,000. This accounts for 31%
of the total of West Plains project expenditures. If the ULID is not formed, then this
portion of the projects would also be revenue bond funded.
The past practice of the utility has been to pay as you go 100 percent for all CIP and
O&M activities entirely through rates. Now that major capital projects are planned, the
funding for these larger capital items will have to include external funding in order to
implement projects in a timely manner. The funding plans presented herein project a
total of $4.0 million of the total capital program be funded through bonds. This
represents 30 percent of the total capital program. Additionally, $1.86 million in ULID
funding is proposed. This type of financing can use reserves of bond funding, with the
benefiting properties being responsible for the re-payments or on-going debt payments
respectively. If a ULID is not formed, or the County chooses to use bond funding for
this major West Plains project, that will make a total of $5.9 million in bond funding, or
44 percent of the total capital program funded through bonds. The strategy for
implementing these various funding sources is discussed further below.
5.3

Rate Revenue

The 2004 rate study determined that the utility would need a 122.8% adjustment in 2005 with a
subsequent annual adjustment of 18.3% and 8.7% through 2007. This also anticipates the use of
reserves to cover a portion of costs.
Once the revenue requirement, or level of rate was determined, a cost of service analysis was
examined for an equitable allocation of costs to each service area. As noted in Chapter 2, the
average residential impervious area is 3,160 square feet of impervious area. Therefore, rate
alternatives were formulated on ERU basis:
Through an extensive public process including review by the County's Development Task Force,
the alternatives were reduced to two for consideration by the County Commissioners.
Ultimately, the two alternatives were:
1. Increase the overall average cost per ERU for the County’s entire service area-wide, and
2. A separate rate for the Glenrose, North Spokane, West Plains, and other remaining service
areas.
The latter option was adopted by the Commissioners on August 4, 2004. Consequently, the
County is projecting the following revenue for the utility.
Table 5-5
Projected 2006 Rate Revenue By Service Area
Planning Area
Glenrose
North Spokane
West Plains

Projected
ERUs

Rate
$/ERU

2006 Projected
Revenue

3,561
6,031
4,994

$58.00
$37.00
$45.00

$206,563
223,149
224,714
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Other Service Area

51,879

Total

66,465

$20.00

1,037,585
$1,692,010

Any variations from the assumptions used in developing the revenue requirements and rate
revenue projections could necessitate a review of the revenue requirements and rate levels.
Some of the key assumptions include:





Projected 1% annual growth rate for customers
Scheduled CIP projects
Level of annual SDC revenue
Level of airport revenue.

As part of the County’s budgeting process, rates should be reviewed at least every 3 to 5 years to
determine if they are adequate for the projected programs, services and projects for the coming
year. In addition, periodic comprehensive reviews of the overall revenue requirements and cost
of service results should be conducted to determine if costs and revenues are allocated equitably
between the service areas.

5.4 System Development Charges
An additional funding source for capital expenditures was developed for the County as part of
the 2004 rate study. System development charges (SDCs) are a method of accumulating “a fair
share of revenue” from customers as they connect to the utility. With the future construction of
the regional facilities, SDCs are an equitable
“SDCs are an equitable method of
method of having new customers pay their share
having
new customers pay their share
of these facilities. They do not apply to existing
of facilities…. SDCs are a charge
customers, unless an existing customer
assessed when a new customer
redevelops to the extent that a storm drainage
connects to the system.”
plan is required. The intent is to capture new
impervious area that will benefit from the
existing and future growth related infrastructure.
The system development charges developed for the utility were based on the existing utility
assets, for the buy-in portion of the fee, and the projected capital improvements related to
growth. The basis of costs for SDCs included both the projected CIP over the next 10-year
period as well as the values of all completed projects since creation of the stormwater utility in
1992. These capital costs were divided by the 20-year ERU projection within each basin and for
the County’s entire service area. In developing equitable charges, the projected debt from the
rate study is deducted to avoid the possibility of double charging (i.e. charging debt within both
the rates and SDCs). The detailed analysis documenting the development of the SDCs is
provided in appendices of the 2004 report.
Proposed SDCs were included in the public information presentations to the Development Task
Force. The Board of Commissioners adopted the separate SDCs by planning area for the
Glenrose, North Spokane, and West Plains areas. The Board created a maximum cap of $2,000
per ERU.
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Implementation of SDCs will occur during the building permit issuance process. When plans are
reviewed for compliance with various development standards, they are also reviewed for
compliance with stormwater design requirements. At this time the amount of impervious area is
determined. For Spokane County, this is important for two reasons. One, the impervious square
feet must be calculated and recorded to determine the annual utility rate to be charged. The total
impervious area, divided by the average equivalent residential unit (ERU) will determine that
future customer’s total ERUs. In addition, the impervious area calculation, and associated SDC
charge, can be paid along with other building permit fees at the time of building permit issuance.
SDC revenue should be placed in the stormwater construction fund for use on future growth
related projects.

5.5 Financial Strategy
Given the discussions above, there are a number of key issues incorporated in the County’s
stormwater financial plan.
5.5.1 Update of Rates and SDCs
The rates and SDCs will periodically require review and revisions at least every 3 to 5
years. These revisions should be tied to future adoption of additional basin plans, the
update of existing documents, or revisions to the 6-year CIP.
5.5.2 Low-Interest Loan Capital Funding
To fund the projected capital improvements identified through the planning process the
County has undertaken, it will be necessary to apply for the low-interest loans for the
Glenrose project of changing the evaporation pond to a detention facility, which is
scheduled for 2010 in the Glenrose CIP contained within this report.
To maximize the utility’s chance of success in obtaining these low-interest loans, it is
important to become familiar with the requirements, schedule and evaluation criteria used
by these funding sources. The focus of the Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) is in
existing infrastructure rehabilitation and replacement. The State Revolving Fund
typically prioritizes projects that have a high quantifiable water quality improvement
benefit to a prioritized/significant water body. For the Glenrose project the PWTF loans
will probably be most relevant.
The preconstruction applications are accepted throughout the year, providing there is
funding available for loans. These loans can be used to conduct the preliminary
engineering and design work necessary to move to construction of a given project. The
County may choose to apply for the Glenrose project as soon as 2007 to get the design
issues established in time to meet requirements for the construction loan program.
The construction application process begins in January, with applications due in May.
The funding is then available the following May, following approval by the legislature of
the recommended projects for funding. While this project is planned for 2010, it is
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recommended that the County apply for the loan in 2008. Sometimes it takes more than
one time through the funding cycle in order to develop a successful application package.
This will allow the County ample time to prepare the necessary engineering data, apply
for the loan, and re-apply if necessary. Otherwise, the County can begin the application
process in January of 2009, submit the application, and if successful, receive construction
funding by June of 2010.
5.5.3 Bond Financing of Capital Projects
It is assumed that the utility will use revenue bond funding for the portion of project
funding that is projected to use bond funding, totaling $4.0 million over the six-year
period. This type of bond funding uses the rate revenue stream as a collateral that the
bond payments will be made. The County can, however, use GO bonds or Councilmanic
bonds, or others, if so desired.
Additionally, the proposed funding plan assumes $1.9 million in ULID funding. If the
utility has adequate reserve funding, it can front the costs of the major West Plains
project, with the repayments coming from the benefiting properties over the next 20
years. However, it is assumed within the financial plan that the reserves will be needed
for other expenses, and to meet minimum reserve targets. Therefore, the ULID portion of
the capital plan is also funded through bonds. The difference being the re-payment of
these bonds is not included within the rates needed, but is provided through the ULID
revenue stream, listed under miscellaneous revenue within the 2004 rate study financial
plan.
There are a number of factors that must be considered when issuing revenue bonds. Two
of the most important aspects relate to debt service coverage and arbitrage. Debt service
coverage is a requirement contained within the bond covenant that specifies the ratio of
revenue to debt service payment (principle and interest) required. For example, a debt
service coverage of 1.0, which would be
“There are a number of factors that
needed for the low-interest loans, requires
must be considered when issuing
simply that the utility can pay the
revenue bonds.”
principle and interest amounts owed each
year. The typical debt service coverage
(DSC) ratio required in bond covenants currently is 1.25. That is, 25% more than the
average annual principle and interest payment is required for the utility to generate
annually to meet this measure. This ensures the bond holders that debt payments will be
made. This is an important financial health indicator for any utility issuing debt to meet.
It is important to meet this minimum DSC ratio in order to achieve a high enough rating
from the bond rating agencies to gain a reasonable, market rate of interest on the bonds.
A healthier financial target is to strive to achieve a DSC ratio of 1.5 for revenue bonds.
This and other economic factors are considered when the rating agencies determine the
bond rating of an agency.
The other important factor in issuing revenue bonds to consider is arbitrage. There are
numerous arbitrage issues to consider when issuing bonds. Some have to do with
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tracking interest earned on bond proceeds; to ensure the utility is not generating more
interest income from the bond proceeds than it is paying in the payments. The other is
related to timing of expenditures. Proper timing of bond issuance can help the County
avoid arbitrage charges. That is, if a bond is issued for certain projects, and those funds
are not spent on those projects within certain time frames, penalty charges can be levied
on the utility. To avoid such charges, it is recommended that the utility issue two
separate revenue bonds. One could
“Using this approach, the bond issue
occur in the beginning of 2008, for the
will range from approximately $2.9
total bonding assumed for projects slated
million to $3.5 million in 2008 and
to occur 2006 through 2008. This
$1.1 million to $2.4 million in 2011.”
approach requires the utility to front the
2006 and 2007 bond funded capital
costs. If the reserves will be drawn below the minimum target levels, the utility can look
at other short-term funding sources such as interfund loans or lines of credit with local
banks to finance the capital in the short-term. Once a majority of the projects proposed
in the first three years have passed through permitting and/or are certain to go to
construction, it is a safer time to issue the long-term bonds. Likewise, a similar approach
can be used in funding the latter three years of bond funded capital projects, with
issuance of the bond occurring within the first half of 2011. Using this approach, the
bond issue will range from approximately $2.9 million to $3.5 million in 2008 and $1.1
million to $2.4 million in 2011.
Because of the issuance costs incurred for bond counsel and bond reserve funding, it is
recommended that these bond issues be coordinated with other revenue bonds the County
may be considering for the wastewater or other programs within these relative time
frames. Each utility would cover their share of the bond financing charges and
associated debt service payments.
5.5.4 Summary
As noted earlier within the rate revenue section, the assumptions used to develop these
forecasts are sensitive to the realities of actual growth, permitting costs and delays of
projects, property acquisition availability and success, inflation and numerous other
factors. Therefore, in compliance with industry recommendations, and the recommended
financial policies, it is recommended that the County review rates annually, as part of the
budget process, and that periodically a full rate study review be undertaken. It is
recommended that this more comprehensive rate review take place every 3 to 5 years, in
order to update the assumptions and actual ERUs and project costs.

5.6 Summary
The financial plan was developed using the County’s updated estimate of revenue and ERUs for
the service area. Additionally, this plan used County budget and updated capital and ERU
information. The plan was developed using generally accepted accounting and rate-setting
principles. Details of the financial plan can be found in the appendix of the 2004 rate study.
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Given the above discussion and assumptions, the County should be able to fund the necessary
stormwater programs and projects, once the SDCs and other project funding sources are
implemented. There will undoubtedly be changes to this plan as implementation occurs.
Adjustments will be needed along the way as growth occurs at various rates, funding sources
become available or take longer to achieve, and project permitting issues are addressed. As
these routine aspects of implementing stormwater programs, projects and services take place, the
SWU will need to periodically revisit and refine this plan and the funding strategy, as necessary.
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Section 6
Stormwater Management Policies
This section offers a series of policies and related objectives that promote the overall
implementation of the County’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan.

6.1 Definitions
The following definitions apply to this section as well as other sections of this Plan, unless
otherwise indicated.
Capital Facility Plan (CFP) or Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) - A plan of infrastructure
projects intended to improve overall performance or functions of an existing stormwater
management facility, or construction of a new stormwater management facility.
Capital
improvements may also consist of special studies or other planning efforts to identify and offer
alternatives to address the issues. The plan typically identifies the estimated costs and time of
implementation.
Drywell - Drywells are concrete barrels with ports in the sides installed underground in large
holes filled with gravel. Stormwater flows into the drywell and then out the ports into the
surrounding gravel and down to the geology below.
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) - An Equivalent Residential Unit is defined as the average
total impervious area (e.g. asphalt, concrete, building roof, etc.) for a single family residence
within the Utility’s service area. For Spokane County, an ERU is equal to 3,160 square feet of
impervious area. ERUs are used to equate other land use types with single family residences for
purposes of calculating annual rates and charges. Such types include commercial and retail sites,
multi-family sites, schools, and other governmental facilities, etc.
Green Facilities - Green facilities are those that utilize low-impact development techniques,
vegetated swales and infiltration ponds, constructed wetlands, etc.
Storm and Surface Runoff or (Stormwater) - Storm and surface runoff means the water
resulting from precipitation, snowmelt, and/or groundwater that surfaces on the land. Storm and
surface runoff includes any locally accumulating ground or surface waters, even if not directly
associated with natural precipitation events, and water that flows from natural and man-made
surfaces.
Stormwater Service Area (SWSA) Boundary - The Stormwater Service Area is the geographical
area where stormwater–related programs and policies are administered by the County’s
Stormwater Utility. The SWSA is established by the Board of County Commissioners through
ordinance or resolution. The official limits of the SWSA boundary are kept on file and made
available for public review upon request by the Spokane County Stormwater Utility and may be
amended through Board of County Commissioner action. The current SWSA Boundary is
shown on Figure 1-1.
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System Development Charge (SDC) - System development charges are those fees and charges
associated with providing services to new or future customers, which may result from new site
development or changes in land use relative to a specific parcel. These charges represent the
parcel owner’s proportionate share of the program and construction costs necessary to expand
and provide services to new customers.

6.2 Policies
6.2.1 Preserve and Promote Natural Drainage Systems
Background

Growth within the Stormwater Service Area has compromised the integrity of many
existing naturally occurring surface and stormwater drainage ways (e.g. vegetated
channels, floodplains, seasonal streams, depressions, etc.).
Naturally occurring drainage systems provide many benefits to the Utility. These
benefits generally include reducing peak storm and surface water flows, providing
temporary water storage and infiltration, and providing water quality treatment. The
natural systems associated with streams and rivers
“Naturally occurring drainage
also provide habitat benefits for many aquatic and
ways provide significant
aquatic-dependent species.
stormwater management benefits
to the Stormwater Utility and

In some cases, the naturally occurring systems
should be protected and
may be significantly altered through site
preserved.”
development. For example, a development may
fill property and install a piped conveyance where
once a natural swale or channel existed. This reduces water treatment, infiltration and
depressional storage of the natural topography. Structures built in filled drainageways
can experience flooded basements and other problems during major events as stormwater
seeks to return to natural patterns. It is therefore important for site development to
incorporate stormwater management facilities and conveyance infrastructure that provide
benefits similar to those of the naturally occurring systems, whenever possible.
Using the natural system as much as possible to treat, convey and dispose of runoff is
generally the most cost-effective way to manage stormwater.
Policy 6.2.1-1: Promote the use of “green” storm and surface water management
facilities to emulate naturally occurring drainage systems and to serve as community
amenities.
New site development must preserve and enhance existing natural drainage systems; and
as much as possible, provide “green” drainage ways to convey storm and surface runoff
from the site to regional stormwater management facilities as community amenities
(privately or publicly owned);
The Utility will work with the local community when designing regional facilities to
provide community amenities for the public, whenever possible.
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Policy 6.2.1-2: Preserve and protect existing natural drainage ways from future
development.
The Utility will attempt to acquire control and responsibility for those existing natural
drainage ways that will form a major part of the regional storm and surface water
collection and conveyance system. The Utility will work closely with landowners to
acquire dedicated parcels or easements along the natural drainage ways. A high priority
will be given to the acquisition of the natural drainage ways identified in stormwater
management plans as part of the regional stormwater infrastructure.
6.2.2 Future Basin Planning Efforts
Background

The Utility was created to resolve existing drainage problems and to prevent new
stormwater problems from occurring, thus minimizing future liability for county
residents. Liability can be in the form of legal issues, lawsuits, maintenance costs or
excessive capital costs to fix problem areas. All of these items can become a burden to
the stormwater ratepayers. Thus, solving and preventing drainage problems is an
important criteria for ranking stormwater study areas and for basin plans.
Another major issue in Spokane County is the protection of the aquifers. Since most of
the stormwater infiltrates into the ground, and groundwater is the primary source of
drinking water, it is imperative to protect the groundwater quality.
A fundamental issue in setting priorities for ranking basins is whether to emphasize
solving existing problems or prevention of future problems. One approach is to start with
the most pristine basins and develop plans for protecting the natural drainage resources
before development occurs. Opportunities are most apparent in these areas for partnering
with new development to construct effective regional stormwater facilities.
The opposite approach is to begin with the most developed basins. The developed basins
are generally where the greatest number of existing problems and drainage complaints
occur. As a result, there is generally great public pressure to resolve the problems in
these basins first. This approach can also help build public support because people see
more immediate results from the program.
Generally, setting priorities for basin planning efforts will involve a balancing of these
two approaches.
Policy 6.2.2-1: Update and periodically amend the Stormwater Service Area (SWSA)
Boundary.
The County desires that the SWSA include the
UGA, drainage areas tributary to the UGA and
other contiguous areas of potential drainage
concern. The Utility will routinely monitor the
UGA limits.
The Stormwater Service Area
(SWSA) boundary will be amended as appropriate
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by the Board of County Commissioners by ordinance or resolution to coincide with the
expansion of the Urban Growth Area Boundary or other changes that necessitate
reconsideration of the area to be served.
Further, the County reserves the right to amend the SWSA to meet emerging or critical
issues in order to address flooding, erosion control and sedimentation issues or protect
water quality in other areas of the County; provided the areas added to the SWSA are
contiguous in nature.
Policy 6.2.2-2: Establish Criteria to Prioritize Basin Planning Efforts.
Basin planning efforts should be prioritized as a minimum by the following criteria:
 Drainage problems (number of reported or known drainage problems and potential
for additional problems);
 Water quality (assessment of potential pollutant loadings to groundwater or to surface
water);
“Basin planning efforts should

 Social and other factors (public pressure to
be prioritized and Stormwater
address drainage issues; public interest groups
Management Plans should be
that increase potential for success; opportunities
updated periodically.”
to provide multiple objectives such as
education, parks and open space; opportunities for public/private partnerships in
stormwater management and to support economic development); and
 Development pressures (historical growth rate, building trends, potential for urban
growth according to the County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan).
Policy 6.2.2-3: Update and Periodically Amend Completed Basin Plans and Studies.
The Utility will review, revise and amend basin plans based on significant basin changes
(rapid development, significant County Comprehensive Plan changes, regulatory
changes, degradation of water quality, etc.) on a five year basis or as otherwise needed.
Basin plans should be prepared with the ability to amend and adjust the recommendations
offered. In other words, basin plans should be thought of as dynamic documents. The
Utility will routinely assess conditions of the basin and re-evaluate the appropriateness of
those recommendations offered. In cases where significant changes within a basin are
known to have occurred, the basin should be ranked in relation to other basins, which are
yet to be studied.
Using this ranking process, the Utility will focus its efforts on the basin of greatest
priority.
6.2.3 Capital Improvement Plans
Background

As a result of watershed and basin planning efforts, the County has identified capital
improvement projects throughout the Stormwater Service Area. The projected costs
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associated with these capital projects have a significant influence on the Utility Rates and
Charges. Since the County desires to establish rates and charges in a manner to avoid
fluctuations and maintain stability over time, the policies offered below will guide this
effort.
Policy 6.2.3-1: Use Watershed or Basin studies to identify Capital Improvements.
Capital improvement projects generally will be identified through the preparation of
watershed studies or drainage basin plans as a matter of preference. The Utility will
prioritize the implementation of projects and use this prioritization in the preparation of
the County’s capital improvement plan.
Policy 6.2.3-2: Develop Annual, 6 year and 20 year Capital Improvement Plans.
The Utility will prepare an Annual and 6 year Capital Improvement Plan. The Annual
Plan will be used to prepare the Utility’s annual budget for consideration by the Board of
County Commissioners in accordance with Chapter 36.89 RCW. The Annual Plan will
further identify those capital improvement projects which the utility plans to work on in
the subsequent fiscal year.
Policy 6.2.3-3: Implement Early Action Projects to meet emerging issues.
The County recognizes there may be times when a discrete project or action is required to
address unforeseen or emerging stormwater management issues. In these cases, the
Utility will implement Early Action Projects in advance of adopting a watershed or basinwide plan.
Early Action Projects are those projects where immediate action by the County is
necessary. By acting quickly, the County will address public safety issues and reduce
risks or minimize financial impacts should the project or action be delayed further.
These projects will be added to the Annual and 6 year Capital Improvement Plans as
necessary depending on the appropriate time for implementation.
6.2.4 Regional Stormwater Management Facilities
Background

Unincorporated Spokane County began developing to urban densities without public
stormwater infrastructure other than drywell infiltration facilities serving public roadways
and private non-residential developments. Urban development continues in areas of the
county where shallow soils, perched water tables, steep slopes and other conditions lead
to flooding problems. These problems affect existing developments and make the
provision of effective on-site facilities by developers increasingly more difficult and
expensive.
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Policy 6.2.4-1: Provide Regional Stormwater Management Facilities.
The Utility should plan, construct, operate and maintain regional stormwater facilities to
serve existing customer needs and accommodate future growth according to the County’s
Comprehensive Plan. The necessity and relative location of regional facilities should be
evaluated as a part of the overall watershed or basin planning efforts.
The Utility should identify when a regional facility is
" Regional Stormwater
appropriate to protect water quality and provide storm
Management Facilities will
and surface water storage. Regional facilities will be
serve existing customers and
designed to serve both existing and future land use
future growth.”
projections, based on underlying zoning requirements.
These regional facilities should also be appropriately designed to accommodate both
surface and storm water flows which will ultimately enter the county conveyance system
(i.e. groundwater entering the conveyance system).
The Utility will have discretion to phase the implementation of regional facilities in a
manner to both service growth and reduce demands on public funding sources (i.e. rates
and charges).
6.2.5 Establishment of Utility Stormwater Management Programs
Background

The County has established a stormwater Utility per Chapter 36.89 RCW to control and
regulate storm and surface waters. To provide stormwater management services for
ratepayers, the Utility has established a series of stormwater management programs.
Policy 6.2.5-1: Establish Stormwater Management Programs.
The Utility will establish (as needed) and implement surface and stormwater related
programs to address flooding, water quality and habitat related issues, such as:








Public Information and Outreach;
Basin Planning and other technical studies;
Neighborhood Drainage Response/Technical Assistance;
Underground Injection Control Program;
Annual, 6YR and 20YR Operation and Maintenance Program;
Annual, 6YR and 20 YR Capital Facility Program;
Monitoring and Data Management Program; etc.

6.2.6 Spokane County Stormwater Utility Rates and Charges
Background

These policies and guidelines are intended to assist
the Utility in maintaining financial viability, stability,
and reduce annual fluctuations in rates and charges.
In addition, these policies provide consistency in
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decision-making for the Board of County Commissioners and other County officials.
These policies and guidelines will serve as a foundation for the County’s overall utility
financial planning and rate setting process. It is important these policies and guidelines
be reviewed over time to determine if they are still relevant and appropriate.
Policy 6.2.6-1: Establish Utility Rates and Charges using “generally accepted”
methodologies.
When reviewing rates, it is important to use a methodology that is “generally accepted”
in the financial and rate setting community as well as the surface water management
Utility industry. This will establish a legally defendable approach as well as consistency
of the analysis over time.
The County will use a “generally accepted” approach to establish rates and charges for
the Utility. This includes a revenue requirement analysis; cost of service analysis; and
rate design analysis.
And finally, the rate design analysis will establish rates and charges such that the Utility
operating revenues are at least equal to the operating costs. Rates and Charges will be
reflective of Utility needs, and also reflect the greater public purpose and policy goals of
the Board of County Commissioners (e.g. economic development, ability to pay, etc.).
Policy 6.2.6-2: Administer Utility Rates and Charges Annually.
The Utility shall annually administer rates and charges as outlined in the applicable
Chapters of the Revised Code of Washington, and Board approved ordinances or
resolutions, which set forth the Utility’s rates and charges.
The Utility shall work annually with the County Treasurer to include parcel-specific
stormwater rates and charges on Annual Tax Statements, so as to minimize
administrative costs.
As a part of the comprehensive rate and charge analysis, every three (3) to five (5) years
the Utility shall review the definition of an Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) the level
and structure of rates, and system development charges (SDC). The Utility shall provide
a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners for any revisions to the
established rates and charges so as to recover all costs associated with the Utility’s
stormwater management programs.
Policy 6.2.6-3: Assign Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs) for Parcels within the
SWSA.
The Utility shall determine the number of ERUs for each parcel (or tract of land) located
within the SWSA by dividing the parcel’s (or tract’s) assigned impervious area in square
feet by the number of square feet established as an ERU. The number of ERUs will be
used to determine the annual rate and SDC for land uses other than single family
residential.
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Policy 6.2.6-4: Implement System Development Rates and Charges (SDCs).
The Utility shall impose a system development charge (SDC) for new development,
changes in land use (i.e. undeveloped to developed), or other land altering activities. An
SDC will be assigned when surface or stormwater runoff is directed to a utility-owned
conveyance system or regional stormwater management facility.
This charge is intended to compensate the Utility for the additional facility related cost,
as well as existing facilities in connection with new development (e.g. additional number
of single family residences, commercial or retail site development, etc.).
Policy 6.2.6-5: Use Stormwater Management Programs when establishing Utility
Rates and Charges.
The associated costs of the Utility’s stormwater management programs will be
considered when establishing future Utility Rates and Charges. The costs of these
programs will be determined based on the level of service anticipated to address flooding,
water quality and habitat related issues (when appropriate).
As a minimum, the Utility will provide the level of services necessary to operate and
maintain existing and future capital facilities in a manner necessary to provide for
adequate maintenance and/or replacement of capital; protect the County’s capital
investment; minimize future maintenance and replacement costs by extending the life of
facilities and reducing long-term infrastructure costs.
Policy 6.2.6-6: Use Capital Improvement Plans when establishing Utility Rates and
Charges.
Annually, the Board of Commissioners will adopt a 6 year capital improvement plan to
be used for establishing the Utility Rates and Charges. The Utility will also prepare a 20
year capital improvement plan to meet projected demands which are likely to result form
future development. These capital improvement plans will be prepared in conjunction
with requirements of the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) and be made a part of
the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The Utility will review and amend the plans as
needed based on work accomplished and emerging needs.
Policy 6.2.6-7: Maintain financial stability and reserve funds.
The Utility will strive to maintain financial stability to minimize potential long-term
operating costs. As such, the Utility will maintain
operating, emergency, capital, replacement and bond
“The County will establish stable
reserves as allowed by state law, ordinance and bond
rates and charges to address
existing
ands future stormwater
covenant. The County Commissioners may establish
problems.”
other reserves for specific needs that are over and
above the reserves noted above (e.g. project specific
reserves).
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Rates and charges will be reviewed by the Utility at least every 3 to 5. When necessary,
incremental rate adjustments may be used to minimize customer impacts by phasing-in
large rate adjustments over time.
6.2.7 Concurrency with Regional Plans and Programs
Background

Stormwater management is often dictated based on watersheds or basin level analysis,
and topographic boundaries, rather than political ones, determine the planning unit.
Often urban basins include several jurisdictions. Collaboration among the jurisdictions is
needed to plan and construct an effective regional system to serve all residents in the
basin.
Policy 6.2.7-1: Work collaboratively with other Local Jurisdictions.
Spokane County desires to work collaboratively with other local jurisdictions, including
the City of Spokane, Spokane Valley, etc. Potential means of collaboration include:
 Establishing a Technical Advisory Committee (StormTAC);
 Adopting regionally accepted standards and guidelines (i.e. Regional Stormwater
Manual);
 Coordination of programmatic activities (e.g. public outreach, water quality
monitoring, capital construction, etc.)
6.2.8

Transfer of Capital Improvements and Related
Outstanding Debt Service

Background

As portions of the County’s Stormwater Service Area are transferred to cities and towns
through annexation and incorporation, an orderly exchange of infrastructure and related
outstanding debt is needed. Chapter 36.89.120 RCW stipulates how outstanding debt is
transferred when a city annexes an area or a city or town incorporates an area served by
the County. In instances where bonding is not involved, the county and the appropriate
jurisdiction need to agree as to how capital facilities and operational responsibilities will
be transferred.
Policy 6.2.8-1: Consider options for transferring Capital Improvements, Debt Service,
Operation and Maintenance, and Service Responsibility to receiving Jurisdictions.
When a formal proposal to annex or incorporate a portion of an area served by a county
stormwater facility is put forth, the Utility will contact the proponent of the annexation or
incorporation to discuss the need for an agreement about the transfer of capital
improvements, related debt service and operation and maintenance responsibilities. The
County will work with the city to determine the most effective means of continuing to
provide stormwater service to the area and how best to continue funding the operation
and maintenance of the facilities.
Section 6 – Stormwater Management Policies
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6.2.9

Spokane Regional Stormwater Management Manual
Updates

Background

Over the last several years, Spokane County
“The County should periodically
along with the City of Spokane, Spokane Valley
update the Regional Stormwater
and other local and state jurisdictions have
Manual in collaboration with the
prepared a stormwater management manual. This
City of Spokane and City of
manual is intended to develop regionally
Spokane Valley to address
acceptable design procedures as well as establish
future or emerging needs.”
regionally acceptable materials and practices used
for the construction of surface and storm water
facilities. The Spokane County Division of Roads and Engineering, Development
Services Section administers the Regional Stormwater Manual for the County.
Policy 6.2.9-1: Assist with Periodic Updates to Regional Stormwater Management
Manual.
The Utility will work with the Development Services Section to periodically update the
Spokane Regional Stormwater Management Manual on an as needed basis. The Utility
will advocate necessary changes to standards and procedures, which may have an effect
on the Utility’s operational costs of programs and facilities.
The County will work cooperatively with the other local jurisdictions to maintain a
regionally-acceptable set of stormwater management standards for new development.
6.2.10

Concurrency with State and Federal Guidelines and
Programs

Background

Stormwater management by local jurisdictions is subject to a variety of recommended
and legally mandated guidelines and programs established by state and federal agencies.
These agencies may include the State Department of Ecology, State Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife, State Department of Transportation, US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), US Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), US Federal
Highway Administration (FHA), etc.
Policy 6.2.10-1: Periodically Update Utility Stormwater Programs to meet State and
Federal Guidelines.
The Utility will periodically review and, when deemed appropriate, update the County’s
stormwater management programs for consistency with state and federal guidelines and
recommendations.
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6.2.11

Acceptance of Privately Constructed Facilities in
Association with Regional Stormwater Facilities

Background

The Utility is committed to implement the recommendations of the stormwater
management plans and to encourage private entities to work collaboratively in
developing regional stormwater facilities. Therefore, the Utility needs a procedure for
assessing and accepting privately owned, operated and constructed stormwater
management facilities as part of the regional system.
Policy 6.2.11-1: Establish Evaluation Criteria for Acceptance of Existing Stormwater
Facilities.
The Utility will establish objective criteria for determining when the County will assume
responsibility for the on-going operation and maintenance of stormwater management
facilities constructed by others (e.g. other local agencies, private developers and/or
individual corporations) as part of the regional system.
The criteria should include the following elements:
 Consistency with comprehensive planning
objectives, including preservation of natural
drainage systems and opportunities for
integrating stormwater facilities into green
open spaces or parks;

“The Utility will establish
criteria for determining when
privately constructed stormwater
facilities will be accepted as part
of the regional system.”

 Consistency with basin plans;
 Opportunities to improve water quality;
 Potential liability for the County;
 Public costs to operate and maintain the facility;
 Public costs to repair and replace in future;
 Level of service and effectiveness of facility;
 Public health and safety; and
 Other relevant factors determined by the Utility.
As a minimum, it is imperative that any privately-constructed stormwater facility
accepted by the County as part of the regional system satisfy the following criteria:
 Meet all current standards established in the Regional Stormwater Management
Manual
 Be located within property conveyed to the County
 Be free of any liens or other financial (or legal) encumbrances for clear transfer of
ownership and
 Be constructed to the Utility’s satisfaction.
Section 6 – Stormwater Management Policies
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Section 7
Adoption and Implementation
This Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan, Basin Plans, and Capital Improvement
Program are proposed for adoption at the same time as the adoption of the initial Glenrose, North
Spokane and West Plains Stormwater Management Plans. Each of the individual basin plans
includes brief updates and corrections to address changes since the plans were originally drafted.
Each element (the CSWMP and CIP and the individual stormwater management plans) can be
adopted by separate resolution. This will provide clarity and streamline the future amendment
process.

7.1 Intergovernmental Cooperation
Effective stormwater management requires the cooperation and coordination of many
jurisdictions, since water is not influenced by municipal boundaries. Spokane County and each
jurisdiction work together in the establishment of Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and plan for
future activity within those areas. Planning documents and
“The County will cooperate with
policies for joint county and city planning within urban growth
other governmental agencies to
areas are required per Chapter RCW 36.70A.210.
provide effective regional
stormwater management
activities.”

Therefore, County Utility staff coordinated with the City of
Spokane as the plans for Glenrose, North Spokane and the
West Plains were being prepared. The full implementation of
the regional stormwater plans will require continued coordination on schedules for capital
improvement construction, the levels of service and related issues. Some of the coordination will
be integrated into the annual review process discussed below. It is expected that interlocal
agreements will be used to formalize joint participation in stormwater projects serving multiple
jurisdictions.

7.2 Public Participation Process
Extensive
plans for
meetings,
processes
proposed.

public participation occurred during the generation of the stormwater management
Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains. That participation included public
committee meetings and tours of the stormwater planning areas. Appropriate
will be used for public input if any further amendments to those three plans are

Two public meetings to review the draft Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan
(CSWMP) were held on November 1 and November 2, 2005. Once this initial CSWMP is
adopted, public meetings and other informational forums will be used to obtain public comments
for the annual review of the CSWMP and the update of the 6-year CIP.
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7.3 Environmental Review and Community Trade and
Economic Development Review
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) applies to actions taken by the state and local
governments. The Environmental Review Process in accordance with provisions set forth by
Chapter 43.21 RCW and Chapter 197-10 WAC is initiated by the submittal of an application,
policy or plan.
The action of adopting this stormwater management plan and the three individual plans is not
associated with any specific development proposal, and is therefore considered a “Non-Project
Action.” As such, both a SEPA Checklist and supplemental sheet are required.
The SEPA checklist and supplemental sheet were prepared by the Lead Agency, which in this
case is the Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads. The Lead Agency determined
that the action will not result in significant environmental impacts and issued a Determination of
Non-Significance (DNS) on October 31, 2005. Subsequently, the agency took no action on DNS
projects for 14 days while awaiting any further public comment.
Under Chapter 36.70A RCW, the Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development
(CTED) is given the opportunity for a 60-day review of plans and regulations related to the
Growth Management Act. The CSWMP was sent to CTED on November 1, 2005, thus
beginning the 60-day review period.

7.4 Spokane County Planning Commission Review
The 2001 Spokane County Comprehensive Plan was approved by the Board of County
Commissioners on November 5, 2001, and subsequently, was amended on July 19, 2005. In
accordance with the procedures and polices outlined by the Spokane County’s Comprehensive
Plan and pursuant to Chapter 36.70 RCW, the planning commission reviewed the
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan for
“The Spokane County Planning
consistency with the Growth Management Act and
Commission reviewed this plan
countywide planning policies.
for consistency with the
County’s Comprehensive Plan
and Growth Management Act.”

At the conclusion of the Environmental Review Process,
the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on
the Plan on November 17, 2005 as a part of the Planning Commission’s review process. Two
individuals testified at the public hearing, both in support of the adoption of the Comprehensive
Stormwater Management Plan, with one individual indicating that additional basin plans, such as
for the Saltese area, are needed as soon as possible to accommodate the imminent needs of
development for surface water and groundwater management systems.
After the public hearing, in considering the public testimony and in further deliberation, the
Commission discussed the urgent need for accelerating basin planning for other areas of the
County that are undergoing significant development and are experiencing stormwater and/or
groundwater problems. On November 17, 2005 the Planning Commission voted unanimously to
recommend approval of the CSWMP, the stormwater management plans for Glenrose, North
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Spokane and West Plains and the 6-year Capital Improvement Plan to the Board of County
Commissioners. The Planning Commission found the CSWMP, the basin plans, and the 6-year
Capital Improvement Plan to be consistent with the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan and
the requirements of GMA.

7.5 Board of Commissioners Approval
At the conclusion of the review process by the CTED and acting under consideration of
recommendations from the Planning Commission, the Board of County Commissioners can
adopt the CSWMP or schedule a public hearing to obtain additional public comment. If a public
hearing is to be held, the County will provide notice and accept public testimony on the adoption
of the Plan in accordance with Chapter 36.70 RCW and Chapter 36.70A RCW.
If a public hearing is conducted, the Board of County Commissioners may elect to amend,
supplement or modify the text and maps of the Plan. The accompanying public record will
document amendments to the plan and will describe how public participation requirements were
met pursuant to Spokane County’s adopted Guidelines for Public Participation.
The Board of County Commissioners is anticipated to adopt the CSWMP and the Glenrose,
North Spokane, and West Plains basin plans early in 2006.

7.6 Annual Review Processes
The Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan is intended to be a dynamic
document, which responds to emerging issues and additional information in relation to
stormwater management. Thus, the plan will be reviewed annually by the County Engineer to
assess whether the County is reaching the objectives set forth in the plan.
The County Engineer shall provide an annual summary of
program accomplishments and recommended amendments to
the plan (or portions thereof) to the Board of County
Commissioners. The summary may be made as a part of
stormwater utility budget discussions and deliberations,
updates to the annual Comprehensive Plan, preparation of
annual capital improvement plans, updates on operation and
maintenance activities, etc.

“This Comprehensive
Stormwater Management Plan
will be reviewed annually and
may be amended by the Board of
County Commissioners, as
necessary to address emerging
stormwater management issues.”

As appropriate, Utility staff will seek public comment and input from other jurisdictions in
proposing amendments and updates to the CSWMP to the County Engineer for adoption by the
Board of County Commissioners.

Section 7 – Adoption and Implementation
Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan

7-3
26324- Spokane Stormwater Manual\12.06.06\WP\Section7.doc

December 1, 2005

References
A Study of Stormwater Management Concerns in Spokane County, Citizens Committee on
Stormwater Management report to Spokane County Board of Commissioners. 1984.
Chester Creek Watershed Plan and Technical Appendices, CH2M Hill. March 1997.
Existing Conditions, Problems, and Opportunities for the West Plains Stormwater Management
Planning Area, URS Corporation. May 2001.
Final Report Stormwater Management Plan for the West Plains Planning Area, URS and Brown
and Caldwell. February 2003.
Glenrose/Central Park Stormwater Management Plan, MWH in association with WoodwardClyde Consultants. December 2002.
North Spokane Stormwater Management Plan Final Report, Entranco in association with
GeoEngineers, Inc, Hubbard-Gray Consulting, Inc, Marshall and Associates, MGS
Engineering Consultants, Inc, Shaun Pigott & Associates, and Thomas, Dean & Hoskins, Inc.
August 2003.
Report Boundary Revision Evaluation, Glenrose and Central Park High-Risk Drainage Area,
Spokane County, Washington, GeoEngineers. July 1, 2004.
Report Boundary Revision Evaluation, North Spokane High-Risk Drainage Area, Spokane
County, Washington, GeoEngineers. July 1, 2004.
Report Boundary Revision Evaluation West Plains High-Risk Drainage Area, Spokane County,
Washington, GeoEngineers. July 1, 2004.
Report Eaglewood Hydrogeologic Study, Spokane County, Washington. Landau Associates.
December 15, 1997.
Report of Hydrogeologic Services, County Rights-of-Way Flooding, Eaglewood Area,
Washington. GeoEngineers for Century West Engineering and Spokane County. December
12, 1996.
Spokane County Resolution 92-0253, Forming a Stormwater Utility.
Spokane County Resolution 92-0276, Amending the Stormwater Rate Ordinance.
Spokane County Ordinance 93-0155, Stormwater Management Rates and Charges.
Spokane County Stormwater Utility Strategic Plan, CH2M Hill. 1998.
Stormwater Funding Analysis and Rate Study Report, EES. August 2004.
System Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Ground Dewatering and Monitoring System,
Eaglewood Residential Developments, Spokane County, Washington, GeoEngineers.
January 6, 1999.

References
Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan

1
26324- Spokane Stormwater Manual\12.06.06\WP\References.doc

Appendix A
SEPA Checklist

SPOKANE ENVIRONMENTAL ORDINANCE
(WAC 197-11-960) Section 11.10.230(1)
Environmental Checklist
Purpose of Checklist:
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to
consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the
quality of the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the
agency identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can
be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required.
Instructions for Applicants:
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.
Governmental agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your
proposal are significant, requiring preparation of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly, with the most
precise information known, or give the best description you can.
You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases,
you should be able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the
need to hire experts. If you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your
proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply." Complete answers to the questions now may avoid
unnecessary delays later.
Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark
designations. Answer these questions if you can. If you have problems, the governmental agencies can
assist you.
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of
time or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will describe your proposal
or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant
adverse impact.
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:
Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not
apply."
IN ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (Part D).
For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property or
site" should be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively.
A. BACKGROUND
1.

Name of proposed project, if applicable: Adoption of Spokane County Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan (CSWMP), Stormwater Management Plans for Glenrose, North Spokane and West
Plains and a 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).

2.

Name of applicant: Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
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3.

Address and phone number of applicant or contact person: Marlene Stewart, Land Development
Coordinator, Public Works Building, 1026 W Broadway, Spokane, WA 99260 (509 477-3604)

4.

Date checklist prepared: October 31, 2005

5.

Agency requesting checklist: Spokane County Division of Building and Planning

6.

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): Pubic workshops will be held
November 1 and 2, 2005 to answer questions and to receive comments about the proposed Comprehensive
Stormwater Management Plan (CSWMP) , the individual stormwater management plans for Glenrose,
North Spokane and West Plains and a proposed 6-year stormwater Capital Improvement Plan (CIP.). A
public hearing before the Planning Commission to take testimony on the proposal is scheduled for
November 17, 2005. After that, the proposed CSWMP, Stormwater Management Plans for Glenrose,
North Spokane and West Plains and the associated 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
will be forwarded with recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners. Action by the Board to
adopt the CSWMP is expected in early January, 2006.

7.

a.

Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or
connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. The Capital Improvement Plan element of the
CSWMP is expected to be updated annually as a rolling 6-year CIP. The CSWMP and associated
stormwater management plans will be updated periodically to reflect changed circumstances such as
new urban growth boundaries, new stormwater policies and new funding approaches to financing
stormwater infrastructure construction.

b. Do you own or have options on land nearby or adjacent to this proposal? If yes, explain. The
current Stormwater Service Area (SWSA) boundary is shown on the attached map.
8.

List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared,
directly related to this proposal. Basic environmental information specific to each watershed planning
area is included in the Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains Stormwater Management Plans proposed
for adoption as part of the CSWMP. When specific projects are proposed to implement the stormwater
management plans, environmental checklists will be prepared for the projects.

9.

Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals
directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. The proposed CSWMP
and associated stormwater management plans are being reviewed by WA Community Trade and Economic
Development (CTED). The Spokane County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
November 17, 2005 before submitting a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners for final
approval. No other pending applications for approval are known, but as stormwater projects identified in
the individual basin plans and CIP are designed and made ready for construction, there may be approvals
required from various jurisdictions such as the WA Department of Ecology.

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. The
proposed CSWMP and associated documents have been submitted to CTED for a 60-day review by various
state agencies. The CSWMP and associated documents will need to be approved by the Board of County
Commissioners.
11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain
aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. The CSWMP
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covers the entire Stormwater Service Area, about 212 square miles of unincorporated Spokane County.
The CSWMP includes information about:
o stormwater management planning in Spokane County,
o the planning criteria used for stormwater management,
o information about several stormwater management plans including 3 (Glenrose, North
Spokane and West Plains) that will be adopted along with the CSWMP,
o 6-year Capital Improvement Plans for Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains,
o financing and rates information,
o stormwater management policies, and
o implementation process
12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information to a person to understand the precise
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township and
range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries
of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if
reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by the agency, you are not
required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit application related to
this checklist. See the attached Stormwater Service Area map. The SWSA includes those areas outside of
incorporated jurisdictions. The boundary generally extends to the WA/ID state line, south to Mica, west to
Airway Heights and north to Colbert.
13. Does the proposed action lie within the Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA)? The General Sewer
Service Area? The Priority Sewer Service Area? The City of Spokane? (See: Spokane County's
ASA Overlay Zone Atlas for boundaries.) The CSWMP is for the SWSA in unincorporated Spokane
County. While the Glenrose and North Spokane stormwater management plans include proposed facilities
inside the City of Spokane Valley (for the Glenrose Plan) and the City of Spokane (for the Glenrose and
North Spokane Plans), the adoption of such plans will not be in force within the incorporated jurisdictions
unless the adjacent jurisdictions enter into interlocal agreements with the county. Portions of the SWSA
lie within the GSSA, PSSA and the ASA.
14. The following questions supplement Part A.
a.

Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) / Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA)

(1) Describe any systems, other than those designed for the disposal of sanitary waste, installed
for the purpose of discharging fluids below the ground surface (includes systems such as
those for the disposal of stormwater or drainage from floor drains). Describe the type of
system, the amount of material to be disposed of through the system and the types of
material likely to be disposed of (including materials which may enter the system
inadvertently through spills or as a result of firefighting activities).
The proposal is a non-project action and therefore will be discharging no stormwater. When projects
are designed to implement the CSWMP and the CIP, then those projects will be reviewed through the
SEPA process for potential impacts.
(2) Will any chemicals (especially organic solvents or petroleum fuels) be stored in aboveground
or underground storage tanks? If so, what types and quantities of material will be stored?
No, this is a non-project action.
(3) What protective measures will be taken to insure that leaks or spills of any chemicals stored
or used on site will not be allowed to percolate to groundwater? This includes measures to
keep chemicals out of disposal systems.
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None. This is a non-project action.
(4) Will any chemicals be stored, handled or used on the site in a location where a spill or leak
will drain to surface or groundwater or to a stormwater disposal system discharging to
surface or groundwater?
No, this is a non-project action.
b. Stormwater
(1) What are the depths on the site to groundwater and to bedrock (if known)?
Depths to groundwater and bedrock vary across the SWSA. Specific information will be available at
the time specific projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
(2) Will stormwater be discharged into the ground? If so, describe any potential impacts?
No, this is a non-project action. It is expected, however, that specific projects to implement the
CSWMP and the CIP will discharge stormwater into the ground. Discharge of stormwater into the
ground will be in compliance with applicable County regulations and standards for Stormwater
Management. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the
environmental review process prior to construction.

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1.

Earth
a.

General description of the site (circle one): flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountains, other: The
SWSA covers areas of varied topographic conditions. Portions of the SWSA are flat while others are
characterized by steep slopes. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go
through the environmental review process prior to construction.

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? Not applicable since this is a
non-project action.
c.

What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)?
If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland.
The SWSA covers areas of varied soils. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects
go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so,
describe. Areas of unstable soils exist within the SWSA. However, this is a non-project action.
Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review
process prior to construction.
e.

Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading proposed.
Indicate source of fill:
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
11 - 4

SPOKANE ENVIRONMENTAL ORDINANCE
(WAC 197-11-960) Section 11.10.230(1)
f.

Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe.
Not applicable to this non-project action. As specific projects are proposed, compliance with applicable
County regulations and standards for Erosion and Sediment Control will be demonstrated. Specific
information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process
prior to construction.

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? Not applicable to this non-project action.
h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion or other impacts to the earth, if any: Not
applicable to this non-project action.
2.

Air
a.

What type of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile, odors,
industrial, wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed? If any,
generally describe and give approximate quantities if known. Not applicable to this non-project
action. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental
review process prior to construction.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so,
generally describe. Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at
the time specific projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
c.

3.

Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

Water
a.

SURFACE:

(1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including yearround and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type and
provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.
There are a number of drainageways and identified stream types throughout the SWSA. Wetlands are
also prevalent in certain areas of the SWSA. In most cases, stormwater soaks into, or is discharged into,
the ground. There are few year-round streams in the area, except for the Spokane River, the Little
Spokane River, and Peone Creek.
(2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters?
If yes, please describe and attach available plans.
Not applicable to this non-project action. None of the projects in the proposed CIP are in or adjacent to
surface water bodies including wetlands. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
(3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from the
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate the
source of fill material.
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Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
(4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general description,
purpose, and approximate quantities if known.
No.
Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review
process prior to construction.
(5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.
Floodplains are located in the SWSA but are not applicable to this non-project action. A few projects
in the proposed 6-year CIP for North Spokane and Glenrose will be located in or near floodplains. As
specific projects are proposed, all applicable County regulations and standards will be met. Specific
information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process
prior to construction.
(6) Does the proposal involve any discharge of waste materials to surface waters? If so, describe
the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.
No. Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
b. GROUND:
(1) Will groundwater be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.
It is likely that water will be discharged into the ground and then into groundwater, but the current
proposal is a non-project action. Projects in the Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains CIPs will
eventually include discharging treated stormwater into the ground. Specific information will be
available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process prior to
construction.
(2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other
sanitary waste treatment facility. Describe the general size of the system, the number of
houses to be served (if applicable) or the number of persons the system(s) are expected to
serve.
None. Non-applicable.
c.

WATER RUNOFF (INCLUDING STORMWATER):

(1) Describe the source of runoff (including stormwater) and method of collection and disposal if
any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into
other waters? If so, describe.
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe. Not
applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects
go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
d. PROPOSED MEASURES to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any.
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The stormwater management plans for individual areas propose various measures to reduce or control
surface, ground, and runoff water impacts. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

4.

Plants
a.

Check or circle type of vegetation found on the site:
___________ Deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other.
___________ Evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other.
___________ Shrubs
___________ Grass
___________ Pasture
___________ Crop or grain
___________ Wet soil plants, cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other.
___________ Water plants: water lilly, eelgrass, milfoil, other.
___________ Other types of vegetation.
Various types of vegetation are found across the SWSA and in the three specific stormwater
management planning areas.

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? Not applicable to this non-project
action. When specific projects are proposed, native vegetation will be retained to the extent possible.
Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review
process prior to construction.
c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. None known.
d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance
vegetation on the site, if any: A policy in the proposed CSWMP promotes the use of green
stormwater facilities and the natural drainage system as much as possible. Specific information will be
available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
5.

Animals
a.

Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site are known to be
on or near the site:
birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: __________________________
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other: ____________________________
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other: _____________________
other: A variety of birds, mammals, and fish have been observed across the 212 sq. mi. SWSA and the
specific stormwater management planning areas. Specific information will be available at the time
specific projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
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b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. Not applicable to
this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through
the environmental review process prior to construction.
c.

Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
6.

Energy and natural resources
a.

What kinds or energy (electric, natural gas, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the
completed project's energy needs?
Describe whether it will be used for heating,
manufacturing, etc.
Not applicable.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If so,
generally describe.
Not applicable.
c.

7.

What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List
other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any:
Not applicable.

Environmental health
a.

Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of
fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste that could occur as a result of this proposal? If
so, describe.
Not applicable.
(1) Describe special emergency services that might be required.
Not applicable.
(2) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:
Not applicable.

b. NOISE:
(1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic,
equipment, operation, other)?
Not applicable.
(2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a shortterm or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what
hours noise would come from the site.
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Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
(3) Proposed measure to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
8.

Land and shoreline use
a.

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?
Land uses vary across the SWSA and the 3 stormwater management planning areas. Specific
information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process
prior to construction.

b. Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.
Portions of the SWSA and the 3 stormwater management planning areas have been used for agriculture.
Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review
process prior to construction.
c.

Describe any structures on the site.
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, which?
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
e.

What is the current zoning classification of the site?
Various zoning classifications exist across the SWSA and the 3 stormwater management planning areas.
Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review
process prior to construction.

f.

What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?
Various comprehensive plan designations exist across the SWSA and the 3 stormwater management
planning areas. Specific information will be available at the time specific projects go through the
environmental review process prior to construction.

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?
Various shoreline master program designations exist across the SWSA. Specific information will be
available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area? If so, specify.
Critical areas exist inside the SWSA and inside the 3 stormwater management planning areas. Specific
information will be available at the time specific projects go through the environmental review process
prior to construction.
i.

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?
Not applicable to this non-project action.

j.

Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?
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Not applicable to this non-project action.
k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:
Not applicable to this non-project action.
l.

9.

Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses
and plans, if any:
Not applicable to this non-project action.
Housing
a.

Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle
or low-income housing.
None.

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated?
middle- or low-income housing.
None.
c.

Indicate whether high-,

Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:
Not applicable.

10. Aesthetics
a.

What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the
principal exterior building material(s) proposed?
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:
As described in the policies section of the proposed CSWMP, regional stormwater facilities will be
encouraged to protect natural drainage systems and will be green whenever feasible. In addition, the
policies encourage the use of stormwater facilities for open space and recreation use.

11. Light and Glare
a.

What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly
occur?
Not applicable.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?
Not applicable.
c.

What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
Not applicable.
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d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:
Not applicable.
12. Recreation
a.

What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?
Not applicable to this non-project action.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.
Not applicable to this non-project action.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:
A policy in the proposed CSWMP encourages that stormwater facilities, where feasible, be designed to
function as open space, recreation sites and as community amenities.

13. Historic and cultural preservation
a.

Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation
registers known to be on or next to the site? If so, generally describe.
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic archaeological, scientific or cultural
importance known to be on or next to the site.
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
Not applicable to this non-project action. Specific information will be available at the time specific
projects go through the environmental review process prior to construction.

14. Transportation
a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access
to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.
Not applicable.
b. Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest
transit stop?
Not applicable.
c.

How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many would the project
eliminate?
Not applicable.

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing roads or streets
not including driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private).
Not applicable.
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e.

Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail or air transportation? If
so, generally describe.
Not applicable.

f.

How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project? If known,
indicate when peak would occur.
Not applicable.
(Note: to assist in review and if known indicate vehicle trips during PM peak,
AM Peak and Weekday (24 hours).)

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:
Not applicable.
15. Public services
a.

Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection,
police protection, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.
No, the proposed CSWMP and 6-year CIP identify stormwater public services to be provided to serve
existing development and growth according to the County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

a.

Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any:
The proposed CSWMP and 6-year CIP will guide the provision of stormwater public services.

16. Utilities
a.

Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone,
sanitary sewer, septic system, other:
Not applicable.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service and the
general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed.
Not applicable to this non-project action.
C. SIGNATURE
I, the undersigned, swear under penalty of perjury that the above responses are made truthfully and to
the best of my knowledge. I also understand that, should there be any willful misrepresentation or
willful lack of full disclosure on my part, the agency must withdraw any determination of Nonsignificance
that it might issue in reliance upon this checklist.
Date: ________________________

Signature: _______________________________________________

Please Print or Type:
Proponent: Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
Address:

Spokane County Public Works
1026 W Broadway
Spokane, WA 99260
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Phone: 509 477-3604
Person completing form (if different from proponent):
Marlene Stewart, Land Development Coordinator
Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
Address:

Spokane County Public Works
1026 W Broadway
Spokane, WA 99260

Phone: 509 477-3604

FOR STAFF USE ONLY
Staff member(s) reviewing checklist: ___________________________________________________
Based on this staff review of the environmental checklist and other pertinent information, the staff
concludes that:
__

A. there are no probable significant adverse impacts and recommends a Determination of
Nonsignificance.

__

B. probable significant adverse environmental impacts do exist for the current proposal and
recommends a Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance with conditions.

__

C. there are probable significant adverse environmental impacts and recommends a
Determination of Significance.
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS
(Do not use this sheet for project actions)
Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with the list of
elements of the environment.
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities likely to
result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the proposal
were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms.
1.

How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production,
storage or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?
The proposal includes the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (CSWMP,) stormwater
management plans for Glenrose, North Spokane and West Plains and a 6-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
for those 3 stormwater planning areas. When stormwater projects are constructed to implement the CSWMP
and CIP, there is likely to be an increase of treated stormwater runoff discharged into the ground. No emissions
to air, production, storage or release of toxic or hazardous substances or production of noise are expected.
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
Policies in the CSWMP include preserving, protecting and promoting natural drainage systems. The policies
encourage the use of “green” storm and surface water management facilities to emulate naturally occurring
drainage systems. “Green” facilities are those that use low-impact development techniques, vegetated swales
and infiltration ponds, constructed wetlands, etc.

2.

How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish or marine life?
With the emphasis in the CSWMP policies on preservation and emulation of natural drainage systems, the
proposed stormwater facilities are expected to have no impact on fish since no discharges of stormwater into
surface water bodies is anticipated. Some impacts to plants and animals could occur as natural drainageways
are restored for more effective treatment and conveyance of stormwater.
Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish or marine life are:
Generally, any disturbed natural drainageways and facilities constructed for stormwater infiltration will be
vegetated with native plants or plants that fit appropriately into the urban landscape. Since natural
drainageways are often used as corridors for wildlife, the protection and restoration, if necessary, of these areas
will help to conserve existing animal populations.

3.

How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?
The proposal will not deplete energy or natural resources.
Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:
Not applicable.

4.

How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated
(or eligible or under study) for governmental protection, such as parks, wilderness, wild and scenic
rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites, wetlands, flood plains or
prime farmlands?
The proposal may affect wetlands and floodplains in a positive way by providing for the preservation of these
important natural features as new stormwater facilities are designed and constructed. Parks may also be
affected in a positive way. No impacts to wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat or
historic or cultural sites or prime farmlands are anticipated.
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Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:
Proposed policies encourage the preservation and enhancement of existing natural drainage systems as much as
possible and the use of drainageways as community amenities (such as parks). Policies also encourage the
stormwater utility to work with the local community when designing regional facilities to provide community
amenities whenever possible.
5.

How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would allow
or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?
The proposal will not adversely affect land and shoreline use. The purpose of the proposed CSWMP and CIP is
to guide the provision of stormwater facilities to serve existing needs and development as projected by the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. No facilities in the proposed CIP will affect shoreline use.
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:
Policies in the CSWMP and projects in the CIP are compatible with land uses in the existing comprehensive
land use plan.

6.

How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services and
utilities?
The proposal will not increase demands on transportation or public services and utilities. The proposal is the
provision of stormwater public services.
Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
The proposed CSWMP, individual stormwater management plans and the CIP all focus on the provision of
public stormwater services.

7.

Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state or federal laws or
requirements for the protection of the environment.
Policies in the CSWMP encourage stormwater utility projects and programs to be consistent with and
coordinated with regional, state and federal guidelines and programs, including those designed to protect the
environment.

C. SIGNATURE
I, the undersigned, swear under penalty of perjury that the above responses are made truthfully and to
the best of my knowledge. I also understand that, should there be any willful misrepresentation or
willful lack of full disclosure on my part, the agency may withdraw any Determination of Nonsignificance
that it might issue in reliance upon this checklist.
Date: ________________________

Signature: _______________________________________________

Proponent: Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
Person completing form (if different from proponent):
Marlene Stewart, Land Development Coordinator
Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
Address:

Spokane County Public Works
1026 W Broadway
Spokane, WA 99260

Phone: 509-477-3604
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FOR STAFF USE ONLY
Staff member(s) reviewing checklist: ___________________________________________________
Based on this staff review of the environmental checklist and other pertinent information, the staff
concludes that:
A. __

there are no probable significant adverse impacts and recommends a Determination of
Nonsignificance.

B. __

probable significant adverse impacts do exist for the current proposal and recommends a
Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance with conditions.

C. __

there are probable significant adverse environmental impacts and recommends a
Determination of Significance.
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Appendix B
DNS and Distribution List

SPOKANE ENVIRONMENTAL ORDINANCE
(WAC 197-11-970) Section 11.10.230(3)
Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS)

File No. CSWMP _________

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE

Description of proposal: The proposed Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (CSWMP) covers
the entire Stormwater Service Area, about 212 square miles of unincorporated Spokane County and
included information about stormwater management planning in Spokane County, the planning criteria
used to determine basin planning priorities, financing and rate information, stormwater management
policies and implementation processes. The Stormwater Management Plans for Glenrose, North Spokane
and West Plains and their associated 6-year Stormwater Capital Improvement Plans (CIP) identify
regional stormwater projects anticipated for the next six years.
Proponent: Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
Location of proposal, including street address: The Stormwater Service Area includes those areas outside

of incorporated jurisdictions. The boundary generally extends east to the WA/ID state line, south to
Mica, west to Airway Heights and north to Colbert.
Lead agency: Spokane County Division of Engineering and Roads, Stormwater Section
The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant adverse impact on the
environment. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision
was made after review of a completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public on request.
[ ] There is no comment period for this DNS.
[ ] This DNS is issued after using the optional DNS process in section 197-11-355 WAC. There is no further
comment period on the DNS.
[x] This DNS is issued under 197-11-340(2); the lead agency will not act on this proposal for
14 days from the date below. Comments must be submitted by: November 16, 2005.
Responsible official: Brenda Sims
Position/title: Stormwater Utility Section Manager

Phone: 509-477-3604

Address: 1026 W Broadway Avenue, Spokane, WA 99260
Date: October 31, 2005

Signature:

You may appeal this determination to Spokane County Hearing Examiner at Department of Building and
Planning, 1026 W Broadway, Spokane, WA 99260 no later than November 16, 2005 by completing and
signing the appeal form and remit appropriate appeal fees.
You should be prepared to make specific factual objections.
Contact: Marlene Stewart (477-3604) to read or ask about the procedures for SEPA appeals.

Form 16-091304-DNS Master

This DNS was mailed to:
1. Division of Engineering and Roads – Transportation Engineering; Scott Engelhard, c/o Sandy Kimball
2. Division of Engineering and Roads – Development Services; Matt Zarecor
3. Division of Engineering and Roads – Floodplain Management; Melanie Vance
4. Division of Utilities - Information Management; Jim Red
5. Division of Parks and Recreation; Steve Horobiowski
6. Spokane Regional Health District; Steve Holderby
7. Building and Planning Department; Ken Jeffrey
8. Washington State Department of Ecology; Environmental Review Section
9. Washington State Department of Ecology; Mike Hepp
10. Washington State Department of Ecology; Chris Merker
11. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife; Jeff Lawlor
12. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Eastern WA Regional Office; Tim Erkel
13. Washington State Parks Commission; Bill Frazier
14. Spokane County Conservation District; Rich Baden
15. Washington State Department of Wildlife; Kevin Robbinette
16. U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Services; Department of Agriculture
17. Washington State Department of Natural Resources; Chuck Gulick
18. Washington State Department of Transportation; Mark Rohwer
19. Spokane County Air Pollution Control Authority; SEPA Review
20. Washington State Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development; Dee Caputo

Form 16-091304-DNS Master

