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1.
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2.
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5280 Northwest Dr.
Bellingham, WA 98226

Incorporation by Reference
The following consultant reports are incorporated by reference:
Foothills Subarea SEIS Revised Analysis – Technical Data
Prepared by The Transpo Group
December 18, 2008
Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of Results
(Portions this analysis are that were not amended by the above document are
incorporated by reference)
Prepared by The Transpo Group
May 28, 2008
Water Quantity and Quality Report Foothills Subarea
Prepared by Aspect Consulting
July 18, 2008
These consultant reports evaluate transportation and water quantity/quality impacts and
potential mitigation associated with the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan and alternatives.
These documents are available for review on the County’s website or at the County
Planning & Development Services office (website address and office location shown
above).
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Prior Environmental Review
This EIS supplements a previous EIS prepared for the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Plan, which has been adopted. This previous EIS included:
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan: Environmental Impact Statement,
Existing Conditions Report (September 1994).
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Summary for the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan (February 1995).
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Impact Analysis and Mitigation Report
for the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan (February 1995).
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Plan (September 1996).
Additionally, Whatcom County issued a determination of non-significance (DNS) on
May 11, 1999 for the original creation of the Columbia Valley/Kendall Urban Growth
Area (UGA).
These environmental documents are available for review at:
Whatcom County Planning & Development Services
5280 Northwest Dr.
Bellingham, WA 98226
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Chapter 1
Summary
Purpose
The purpose of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the
Foothills Subarea Plan is to present information relating to land use, transportation,
public schools, fire protection/EMS, law enforcement, water & sewer facilities, parks,
trails, activity centers, water quantity and water quality. The SEIS examines the existing
conditions and environmental impacts and informs decision makers and the public of
alternatives and potential mitigation measures that would address environmental impacts.
Only significant environmental impacts must be addressed in the SEIS, although other
impacts may be discussed. "Significant" as used in the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) means a reasonable likelihood of more than a moderate adverse impact on
environmental quality. The level of detail and analysis is appropriate for a non-project
action (adoption of a plan). This EIS supplements a previous EIS prepared for the
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan (1994-96).

Proposal Summary
The objective of the proposal is to adopt a new Foothills Subarea Plan and make related
amendments to the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Official Whatcom County
Zoning Ordinance. The purpose and need for the proposal is to provide an updated
Subarea Plan that reflects community input and meets the requirements of the Growth
Management Act. The SEIS evaluates both the Draft Subarea Plan recommended by the
Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory Committee and several alternatives.
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan contains goals and policies applicable to the
entire County. Subarea plans that contain more specific goals and policies were also
developed for 11 areas within Whatcom County. One of these plans is the Foothills
Subarea Plan, which was adopted in 1988. The Foothills Subarea Plan covers a portion of
the east County including the Columbia Valley, Kendall, Maple Falls, Glacier, forestry
lands, rural lands, recreational developments, the North and Middle Forks of the
Nooksack River, and a segment of the Mt. Baker Highway corridor that leads up to Mt.
Baker. The current Foothills Subarea does not include Deming. However, it is
anticipated that the Subarea boundary will be modified to include Deming. Therefore,
the Subarea Plan and the SEIS address the Deming area.
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Policy 2L-2 is to “Retain and periodically update
the adopted Subarea Plans” including the Foothills Subarea Plan. The 1988 Foothills
Subarea Plan had a 15-year planning period and is due for an update.
The County Council passed Resolution #2005-062 in November 2005 establishing a
Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory Committee. The members of the Committee
represented their respective communities, recommended methods of reaching out to the
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community and obtaining public input, provided advice to the County Planning
Department, reviewed work of the planning consultant, and recommended a Draft
Foothills Subarea Plan in October 2007. This Draft Subarea Plan is one of the
alternatives discussed in the SEIS.

Alternatives
An environmental impact statement must include an evaluation of reasonable
alternatives. "Reasonable alternative" means an action that could feasibly attain or
approximate a proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level
of environmental degradation. This SEIS addresses three alternatives:
1.
2.
3.

The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007) with a modified planning
horizon year,
The No Action Alternative, which retains existing land use designations, and
1
The Rural/LAMIRD (Limited areas of more intensive rural development)
alternative. Main features of this alternative include eliminating the Columbia
Valley/Kendall Urban Growth Area (UGA) and reducing or eliminating areas
of more intensive rural development in the Deming, Welcome, Maple Falls,
and Glacier areas.

Decision makers are not ultimately required to pick one of the three alternatives.
However, adopted plans and regulations must be within the range of alternatives
discussed. Different elements of the alternatives are not mutually exclusive and may be
combined into a preferred alternative.

Planning Horizon
The Growth Management Act requires UGAs to include areas and densities sufficient to
permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the County for the succeeding
2
twenty-year period. Additionally, a Western Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board case indicates that subarea plans must use the same planning period as
3
the County comprehensive plan. The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan currently
has a 20-year planning period that extends only to 2022. However, it is anticipated that
the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan’s horizon year will be modified to 2031 in
conjunction with the 10-year UGA review. Therefore, the alternatives in the SEIS will
utilize this same planning horizon. This will simply be referenced as the 20-year
planning period in the SEIS.
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Controversy, Uncertainty and Issues to be Resolved
Significant areas of controversy, uncertainty and issues to be resolved in the subarea
planning process include:
The existence of the Columbia Valley UGA.
The size, configuration and land uses in the Columbia Valley UGA.
The impact of reducing or eliminating the UGA on access to goods and services,
housing affordability, and employment opportunities.
Population projections for the Columbia Valley and the Foothills Subarea.
Under alternative 3, the smaller Kendall Small Town Commercial (STC) zone
may or may not be able to provide adequate space for commercial uses to serve
the Columbia Valley area, depending on the future demand for commercial land.
Traffic created by additional growth in the Foothills Subarea and seasonal traffic.
The ability of the Fire District 14 to serve development in the UGA.
Whether sewer service can be provided to all parts of the UGA, especially to the
Planned Light Impact Industrial designation north of Limestone Rd.
The impact of increased groundwater withdrawals on the streamflow and water
quality in Kendall Creek.
Funding for public facilities and services.

Summary of Environmental Impacts
The following chart contains a brief and generalized summary of environmental impacts.
Please refer to the various chapters of the SEIS for a more detailed discussion of impacts.
Element
of the
Environment

Alternative 1
Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan

Alternative 2
No Action / Existing Land
Use Designations

Alternative 3
Rural / LAMIRD

Land
Use

Land use designations in the
UGA are sufficient to
accommodate projected
residential, commercial and
industrial growth.

Land use designations in the
UGA provide excess land
supply to accommodate urban
growth, especially residential
and industrial. Can lead to
sprawl and inefficient provision
of services.

Land use designations are
sufficient to accommodate
projected residential and
industrial growth under the low
growth scenario. It is unclear
whether there would be
sufficient commercial land in
the smaller Kendall STC zone
to meet the demand in the
Columbia Valley area.

Does not result in the net loss of
planned rural or designated
forestry lands.

Transportation

Does not result in the loss of
planned rural or designated
forestry lands.

Total of 3,013 new PM peak
hour vehicle trips.

Total of 1,636 new PM peak
hour vehicle trips.

Does not result in the loss of
planned rural or designated
forestry lands.
Total of 1,079 new PM peak
hour vehicle trips.

Would cause 11 intersections to
operate poorly, unless
improvements are made.

Would cause 10 intersections to
operate poorly, unless
improvements are made.

Would cause 9 intersections to
operate poorly, unless
improvements are made.
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Element
of the
Environment

Alternative 1
Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan

Public
Schools

Growth is projected to generate
approximately:
• 346 elementary students;
• 77 junior high students;
• 200 high school students;
and
• The need for 42 additional
staff.

Fire
Protection/
EMS

In Fire District 14, growth
would create a need for:
•
1-3 more career
firefighters; and
•
12-25 more volunteer
firefighters.

Law
Enforcement

Population growth would create
the need for 5 additional
deputies.
Approximately 1,433 water
connections and sewer
connections/on-site sewage
disposal systems would be
needed for residential growth
and the Planned Town Center.
It is uncertain how many new
connections would be needed
for industrial growth.

Water & Sewer
Facilities

Parks, Trails
and Activity
Centers
Water Quantity

Existing level of service
standards for parks, trails and
activity centers are met for
projected population growth.
Surface Water
• Increase in stormwater
runoff.
• Decrease in streamflow in
Kendall Creek due to
increased groundwater use
in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA.
Ground Water
• Decrease in groundwater
recharge due to increase in
stormwater runoff.
• Increased Groundwater
Use.

Alternative 2
No Action / Existing Land
Use Designations
Growth is projected to
generate approximately:
• 194 elementary students;
• 43 junior high students;
• 112 high school students;
and
• The need for 24
additional staff.
In Fire District 14, growth
would create a need for:
• 1-2 more career
firefighters; and
• 7-14 more volunteer
firefighters.
Population growth would
create the need for 3
additional deputies.
Approximately 710 water
connections and sewer
connections/on-site sewage
disposal systems would be
needed for residential growth.
It is uncertain how many new
connections would be needed
for commercial and industrial
growth.
Same as alternative 1.

Alternative 3
Rural / LAMIRD
Growth is projected to
generate approximately:
• 106 elementary students;
• 24 junior high students;
and
• 61 high school students;
and
• The need for 13
additional staff.
In Fire District 14, growth
would create a need for:
• 0-1 more career
firefighters; and
• 4-8 more volunteer
firefighters.
Population growth would
create the need for 2
additional deputies.
Approximately 385 water
connections and sewer
connections/on-site sewage
disposal systems would be
needed for residential growth.

Same as alternative 1.

Surface Water
• Same as alternative 1.

Surface Water
• Slight increase in
stormwater runoff.

Ground Water
• Same as alternative 1.

Ground Water
• Slight decrease in
groundwater recharge due
to increase in stormwater
runoff.
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Element
of the
Environment
Water Quality

Alternative 1
Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan
Surface Water
• Increased water
temperatures and
sediment in streams near
development.
• Increased suspended
solids and phosphorus in
stormwater, may impact
sensitive lakes.
• Increase in pollutant
loads in stormwater
runoff from new
residential and
commercial development.
• Increase in pollutant
loads in stormwater
runoff from new
industrial development.
• Potential direct discharge
of pollutants from
industrial activities.
• Increase in water
temperature in Kendall
Creek due to reduced
baseflows from increased
groundwater use in the
Columbia Valley/Kendall
UGA.
Ground water
• Introduce stormwater
pollutants to
groundwater, and
groundwater water
supplies, through
infiltration.
• Additional nitrate loading
from high-density
individual septic systems
associated with nonsewered dwellings (e.g.,
Paradise Lakes
subdivision) and Water
District #13 drainfield.

Alternative 2
No Action / Existing Land
Use Designations
Surface Water
• Increased water
temperatures and
sediment in streams near
development.
• Increased suspended
solids and phosphorus in
stormwater, may impact
sensitive lakes.
• Increase in pollutant
loads in stormwater
runoff from new
residential development.
• Increase in water
temperature in Kendall
Creek due to reduced
baseflows from increased
groundwater use in the
Columbia Valley/Kendall
UGA.

Ground water
• Same as alternative 1.
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Alternative 3
Rural / LAMIRD
Surface Water
• Increased suspended
solids and phosphorus in
stormwater, may impact
sensitive lakes.
• Slight increase in
pollutant loads in
stormwater runoff from
new residential
development.

Ground water
• Same as alternative 1.

Potential Mitigation Measures
Adoption of a Subarea Plan is a non-project action. It is not a permit to develop, but sets
the parameters under which development can or can not occur. As such, potential
mitigation is sometimes provided at the conceptual or policy level and will have to be
further refined as actual development projects are evaluated by the County. Potential
mitigation measures set forth in the SEIS address land use, transportation, schools, fire
protection/EMS, law enforcement, water & sewer facilities, parks, trails, activity centers,
water quantity and water quality.
Potential mitigation measures include reducing the size of the UGA, re-designating the
UGA to LAMIRDs and other rural designations, planning transportation improvements,
planning for school facilities, developing a capital facilities plan for fire
protection/emergency service facilities, planning for law enforcement officers to serve
the area, planning for adequate water and sewer facilities, planning for recreational
facilities, and implementing low impact development techniques and other measures to
address water quantity and quality.
Goals and policies are an important component of the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct.
2007). They guide development and seek to mitigate the impacts of development.
Certain policies are set forth in the SEIS as mitigation measures for the three alternatives.

Effectiveness of Mitigation
Mitigation measures proposed in this SEIS should be effective to mitigate adverse
impacts, if implemented as intended. This means that appropriation of adequate financial
and human resources would be needed in order to ensure the effectiveness of the
mitigation measures.

Significant Environmental Impacts that cannot be Mitigated
It appears that environmental impacts can generally be mitigated. However,
appropriation of adequate financial and human resources would be needed in order to
achieve many of the mitigation measures. If funding is not available for mitigation, then
many significant environmental impacts identified in the SEIS will not be appropriately
addressed.
The impact of increased groundwater withdrawals on Kendall Creek should be studied
utilizing a quantitative ground water model to identify if significant impacts would occur
and if it is feasible to mitigate for these impacts.
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Major Conclusions
Alternative 1 generally would create greater environmental impacts (associated with
higher levels of residential, commercial and industrial growth) than alternatives 2 and 3.
The projected growth and land uses allowed under alternative 1 would lead to more
traffic, higher school enrollment, a need for greater fire protection/emergency service and
law enforcement, additional water and sewer connections, and more water usage than the
other alternatives.
Alternative 2 has a larger urban growth area and this could lead to sprawling
development and inefficient provision of services if not reduced in size. Alternative 3 has
the least environmental impacts. However, alternative 3 projects much lower growth in
the Columbia Valley area than has occurred in the recent past. This area has provided
affordable lots and this demand would have to be satisfied elsewhere. Additionally,
removing the UGA and reducing the size of the Small Town Commercial zone in Kendall
may make it difficult for area residents to readily access needed goods and services.

End Notes for Chapter 1
1. The Growth Management Act addresses “limited areas of more intensive rural
development” at RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d).
2. RCW 36.70A.110(2) and RCW 36.70A.130(3).
3. Abenroth, et al., v. Skagit County, Western Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board, Case No. 97-2-0060c (August 6, 2007).
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Chapter 2
Alternatives
One of the purposes of an environmental impact statement is to inform the public and
decision makers of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts
or enhance environmental quality. This chapter describes the three land use alternatives
considered in the SEIS. Maps showing the basic features of the alternatives are included
in the appendices.
Alternative # 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007)
Alternative 1 is to adopt the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan as recommended by the
Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory Committee in October 2007 with a modified planning
horizon year. This alternative, like the other alternatives, also includes making related
amendments to the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Official Whatcom County
Zoning Ordinance, and repealing the 1988 Foothills Subarea Plan. Primary features of
this alternative include:
Planning Horizon Year: 2031
Land Use Designations – Comprehensive plan and zoning designations are set forth in
the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan.
Residential population – Population growth will occur between 2006 and 2031 as shown
below.
2006
Population
1
Estimate
Columbia
Valley UGA
Glacier
Maple Falls
Deming
Remaining
Subarea
TOTAL

Population
Growth

2031
Population
2
Projection

Average annual
population
growth

New
Dwelling
Units3

3,853

3,200

7,053

152

1,147

284
213
220
2,152

113
41
42
852

397
254
262
3,004

5
2
2
41

57
16
16
375

6,722

4,248

10,970

202

1,611

13

Employment – Employment will grow in the Subarea as shown below.

Retail and Services
Industrial
Government
TOTAL

2007
4
Employment

Employment
Growth

437
226
983
1,646

349
167
457
973

2031
Average annual
Employment
job growth
4
Projection
786
17
393
8
1,440
23
2,619
48

Columbia Valley
¾ UGA Size Reduction - The size of the UGA would decrease from approximately
1,489 to 1,339 acres. The proposal would remove approximately 190 acres in the
Kendall area from the UGA and add about 40 to the east side of the UGA, for a net
5
decrease in size of about 150 acres.
¾ Land Use Designations - The Subarea Plan includes three “planned” land use
designations and one “potential” land use designation associated with the Columbia
Valley UGA. These land use designations are shown in the Draft Foothills Subarea
Plan (p. 123) and described below.
•

Planned Town Center - A Planned Town Center comprehensive plan designation
on approximately 44 acres to accommodate commercial, a variety of residential
housing types, and institutional uses near the center of the UGA. There is also an
associated policy that supports rezoning the Planned Town Center to General
6
Commercial or a new Town Center zone. This area is currently zoned Urban
Residential four dwellings/acre (UR4). The town center would accommodate
some of the shopping and service needs of the community.

•

Planned Urban Residential - A Planned Urban Residential comprehensive plan
designation on approximately 120 acres and an associated policy that would
support rezoning the Planned Urban Residential comprehensive plan designation
7
from Rural Forestry to UR4.

•

Planned Light Impact Industrial – A Planned Light Impact Industrial
comprehensive plan designation on approximately 40 acres north of Limestone
Rd. and an associated policy to consider rezoning this area to Light Impact
8
Industrial (LII) when impacts and mitigation have been identified.
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•

Potential Planned Light Impact Industrial – Potential Planned Light Impact
Industrial comprehensive plan designations on an additional 120 acres generally
north of Limestone Rd. Associated policies consider designating up to 40 acres of
this 120 acre area as Planned Light Impact Industrial when certain conditions are
met and rezoning this area to LII when impacts and mitigation have been
9
identified.

Deming
The existing 155 acre Small Town comprehensive plan designation would not change.
Within the Small Town comp plan designation, there are two zoning districts: Small
Town Commercial (STC) and Rural one dwelling/two acres (R2A). The Deming STC
zone would be expanded from 23 acres to 74 acres. This would increase the size of the
STC zone by 51 acres. However, the Mount Baker School District owns approximately
75% of the property that would be rezoned to STC. School facilities are a permitted use
in the STC zone but require a conditional use permit in the R2A zone. Rezoning to STC
would streamline the permitting process. Nooksack Tribal lands in and around Deming
would be recognized in the Subarea Plan, as future land uses on Tribal lands may be
different from land use planned in the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan.
Welcome
The Crossroads Commercial comprehensive plan designation would remain at 3.4 acres.
Kendall
A new 41 acre Small Town comprehensive plan designation would be established to
coincide with the existing STC zoning district, as this area would be removed from the
Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area. The size of the STC zoning district would not
change.
Maple Falls
The existing Small Town comprehensive plan designation would not change. It would
remain at approximately 61 acres. The Resort/Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive
plan designation around The Glen at Maple Falls (a recreational development), which is
currently zoned Residential Rural three dwellings/acre (RR3), would be reduced in size
from 327 acres to 258 acres. The areas removed from the Resort/Recreational
Subdivisions comprehensive plan designation would be re-designated to rural and/or
forestry to reflect the lack of existing development in these areas. Additionally, Division
7 in The Glen would be rezoned from RR3 to Residential Rural one dwelling/acre (RR1)
to reflect the existing lot sizes.

15

Glacier
The Small Town comprehensive plan designation would be reduced in size from
approximately 112 acres to 50 acres (by removing 62 acres currently zoned Rural
Forestry). Additionally, a new 14-acre Small Scale Recreational Tourist zone would be
established east of Mt. Baker Rim within the existing Resort Recreational Subdivisions
comprehensive plan designation.
Goals and Policies
The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan contains a variety of goals and policies related to land
use, housing, capital facilities, utilities, transportation, economics, resource lands,
recreation, community facilities, environment, and the Columbia Valley UGA.
Alternative 1 would delete existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Policy 2AA13, which is to “Preclude additional commercial zoning within the urban growth area
until the Small Town Commercial district in Kendall is fully developed and a land supply
study demonstrates a need for additional commercial land.”
Summary of Changes – Alternative 1
Alternative 1 would modify comprehensive plan map designations as shown below.
Location

Existing
comp plan
designation
Urban
Columbia
Valley/Kendall Growth Area
Resort
The Glen at
Recreational
Maple Falls
Subdivisions
Small Town
Glacier

Existing
acres

Alt. 1
acres

1,489

1,339

327

258

Net
New comp plan
change
Designations
in acres
150 Kendall Small Town – 41 acres
Rural – 109 acres
69 Rural and/or forestry – 69 acres

112

50

62 Rural Forestry – 62 acres
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Alternative # 2 – No Action Alternative / Existing Land Use Designations
Alternative 2 is to maintain the existing comprehensive plan and zoning designations.
Primary features of this alternative include:
Planning Horizon Year: 2031
Land Use Designations – Comprehensive plan and zoning designations are set forth in
the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Official Whatcom County
Zoning Ordinance maps.
Residential population – Population growth will occur between 2006 and 2031 as shown
below.
Population
2006
Growth
Population
10
Estimate
Columbia
Valley UGA
Glacier
Maple Falls
Deming
Remaining
Subarea
TOTAL

2031
Population
Projection

Average annual
population
growth

New
Dwelling
11
Units

3,853

1,980

5,833

124

710

284
213
220
2,152

41
31
32
314

325
244
252
2,466

2 or 3
2
2
20

21
13
13
139

6,722

2,398

9,120

150

896

Employment – Employment will grow in the Subarea as shown below.
2007
Employment

Retail and Services
Industrial
Government
TOTAL

432
223
971
1,626

Employment
Growth

201
93
189
483

2031
Employment
Projection
633
316
1,160
2,109

Columbia Valley and Kendall
The size of the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA would remain at 1,489 acres under
alternative 2.
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Average
annual job
growth
13
6
13
32

Deming, Welcome, Maple Falls, and Glacier
Other existing comprehensive plan and zoning designations, including designations for
Deming, Welcome, Maple Falls and Glacier, would be retained.
Goals and Policies
Alternative 2 maintains existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan policies,
including:
Policy 2AA-6: Work with all parties to resolve infrastructure and public service
issues so that the Columbia Valley/Kendall area can develop to its full potential.
Policy 2AA-7: Study Columbia Valley/Kendall to identify the factors necessary to
create an economically viable city, the implications of such development within the
County overall, and make recommendations as to how and when incorporation should
be initiated.
Policy 2AA-12: Recognize the need for light impact industrial land uses within the
Columbia Valley/Kendall Urban Growth Area. Consider establishing a light impact
industrial zone within the long term planning area located on the north side of
Limestone Road. Retain the existing zoning within this long term planning area until
a master plan has been completed to identify traffic impacts and
infrastructure/utility/service needs, and appropriate mitigation measures.
Policy 2AA-13: Preclude additional commercial zoning within the urban growth area
until the Small Town Commercial district in Kendall is fully developed and a land supply
study demonstrates a need for additional commercial land.
Summary of Changes – Alternative 2
Alternative 2 would not modify comprehensive plan map designations.
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Alternative # 3 – Rural/LAMIRD Alternative
Alternative 3 removes the Columbia Valley UGA designation and applies the “limited
areas of more intensive rural development” (LAMIRD) criteria of the Growth
Management Act to the Columbia Valley, Small Towns, and Resort/Recreational
12
Subdivision designations. Aerial photos from 1991 and County Assessor records,
which often provide the date that buildings were constructed, were used to delineate the
logical outer boundary of the LAMIRDs. Primary features of this alternative include:
Planning Horizon Year: 2031
Land Use Designations - Comprehensive plan and zoning designations would be
modified to allow less growth in the Foothills Subarea. The Columbia Valley, Deming,
Kendall, Maple Falls and Glacier areas would be designated LAMIRDS, which must be
limited in size and can not be expanded in the future.
Residential population – Population growth will occur between 2006 and 2031 as shown
below.
2006
Population
Estimate13
Columbia
Valley area
Glacier
Maple Falls
Deming
Remaining
Subarea
TOTAL

2031
Population
Projection

Average annual
population
growth

15

4,925

67

385

284
213
220
2,152

23
17
18
175

307
230
238
2,327

1 or 2
1
1
11

12
7
7
78

6,722

1,305

8,027

82

489

3,853

Population
Growth

1,072

New
Dwelling
14
Units

Employment – Employment will grow in the Subarea as shown below.

Retail and Services
Industrial
Government
TOTAL

2007
Employment

Employment
Growth

428
221
962
1,611

154
70
106
330
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2031
Average annual
Employment
job growth
Projection
582
10
291
5
1,068
7
1,941
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Columbia Valley and Kendall
The existing Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA designation would be removed under
alternative 3. The Columbia Valley/Kendall area would have three separate LAMIRDs
surrounded by rural lands.
Two of these LAMIRDS would encompass the Paradise Lakes, Peaceful Valley, and
Camper’s Paradise developments and would total approximately 700 acres. These areas
were, for the most part, already platted in 1990 when the state Growth Management Act
was adopted. Development in both LAMIRDs is evident on the 1991 aerial photo. These
LAMIRDs would have Resort Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive plan
designations and be rezoned from UR4 to RR3. These two LAMIRDs would not be
connected by the intervening land because Kendall Lake, Kendall Creek, Sprague Lake
and associated wetlands are located between the LAMIRDS.
A third LAMIRD, the only planned commercial designation in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall area under alternative 3, would be the Kendall STC zone located at the
intersection of Mount Baker Highway and Kendall Rd. The existing STC zoning district
would be reduced in size from approximately 41 acres to 14 acres. The comprehensive
plan designation of the STC zone would be changed from UGA to Small Town.
Approximately 775 acres outside the three LAMIRDs would be re-designated from UGA
to rural and/or forestry (with planned densities of one dwelling per 5, 10 or 20 acres).
There would be no planned light industrial designations in the Columbia Valley/Kendall area.
Existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan policies relating to the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA would be deleted.

Deming
The existing Small Town comprehensive plan designation would be reduced in size from
approximately 155 acres to 59 acres. Specifically, the Small Town comprehensive plan
designation west of Mitchell Rd. would be replaced by a Rural comprehensive plan
designation. This area would be rezoned from Rural one dwelling/two acres (R2A) to
Rural one dwelling/five acres (R5A).
Welcome
The existing 3.4 acre Crossroads Commercial comprehensive plan designation and the
associated Neighborhood Commercial zoning district located at the corner of Mount
Baker Highway and Mosquito Lake Rd. would be removed and replaced with a Rural
comprehensive plan designation. The area currently zoned Neighborhood Commercial
would be rezoned to R5A. Additionally, the area northeast of the intersection of Mount
Baker Highway and Mosquito Lake Rd. would be rezoned from R2A to R5A (this area
already has a Rural comprehensive plan designation).
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Maple Falls
The Small Town comprehensive plan designation would be reduced in size from about 61
acres to 32 acres by removing the Residential Rural two dwelling/acre (RR2) zoning
district and the southern portion of the STC zoning district from the Small Town. The
areas removed would receive a Rural comprehensive plan designation and R5A zoning.
The Resort/Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive plan designation around The Glen
at Maple Falls would be reduced from approximately 327 acres to 187 acres. Areas
removed from the Resort/Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive plan designation
would be re-designated to rural and/or forestry.
Glacier
The Small Town comprehensive plan designation would be reduced in size from
approximately 112 acres to 25 acres by removing a portion of the STC zone and the
entire Rural Forestry zone (the 87 acre reduction in size includes removing a 62 acre
parcel from the Small Town that is currently zoned Rural Forestry). Areas removed from
the Small Town comprehensive plan designation would be re-designated to rural and/or
forestry.
The Resort/Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive plan designation around Mt. Baker
Rim would be reduced in size from about 218 acres to 145 acres by removing the Resort
Commercial zone north of Mount Baker Highway, a triangular parcel on the east size of
Mt. Baker Rim, and land along Glacier Creek. The LAMIRD would be rezoned from
UR4 to RR3. The area outside of the LAMIRD would be re-designated to rural and/or
forestry.
The Resort/Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive plan designation that includes
Snowline would be reduced in size from approximately 142 acres to 111 acres by
removing a common area adjacent to the North Fork of the Nooksack River and most of
the area southeast of Mount Baker Highway. The LAMIRD would be rezoned from UR4
to RR3. The area outside of the LAMIRD would be re-designated to rural and/or forestry.
The Resort/Recreational Subdivisions comprehensive plan designation that encompasses
the Glacier Springs subdivision would be reduced from 97 acres to 92 areas by removing
a number of lots along eastern side of the subdivision. These lots are all undeveloped and
fall into one of three categories: 1) Lots that are owned by the Land Trust, 2) lots that are
owned by Whatcom County, and 3) lots that have an assessed value of zero because they
were washed away by the erosive forces of Canyon Creek. The area removed from the
Resort/Recreational Subdivisions designation would be re-designated to rural and/or
forestry.
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Summary of Changes – Alternative 3
Alternative 3 would modify comprehensive plan map designations as shown below.
Location

Existing
comp plan
designation
Urban
Columbia
Valley/Kendall Growth Area

Existing
acres

Alt. 3
acres

1,489

0

Net
New comp plan
change
Designations
in acres
1,489 Resort Recreational – 700 acres
Kendall Small Town – 14 acres
Rural and forestry– 775 acres
96 Rural – 96 acres

Deming

Small Town

155

59

Welcome

Crossroads
Commercial
Small Town

3.4

0

3.4 Rural – 3.4 acres

61

32

29 Rural – 29 acres

Resort
Recreational
Subdivisions
Small Town

327

187

112

25

87 Rural – 25 acres
Rural Forestry – 62 acres

Resort
Recreational
Subdivisions
Resort
Recreational
Subdivisions
Resort
Recreational
Subdivisions

218

145

73 Rural and/or forestry –
73 acres

142

111

31 Rural and/or forestry –
31 acres

97

92

5 Rural and/or forestry –
5 acres

Maple Falls
The Glen at
Maple Falls
Glacier

Mt. Baker Rim
(Glacier area)
Snowline
(Glacier area)
Glacier
Springs (NW
of Glacier)

140 Rural and/or forestry –
140 acres

Benefits/Disadvantages of Delaying Subarea Plan Adoption
If a new Foothills Subarea Plan is not adopted, then the existing comprehensive plan and
zoning designations would remain. The disadvantages of delaying adoption include:
•
•

There is an excess land supply in the existing Columbia Valley UGA, which
could lead to sprawl.
The existing Subarea Plan is 20 years old and needs to be updated.

Benefits of delaying adoption include that staffing resources could be allocated to other
projects.
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Summary
In summary, the three alternatives have different population growth, employment growth,
land use designations and policies. The table below shows the acres in various
16
comprehensive plan designations for each alternative.
Acres in each Comprehensive Plan Designation
17

Comp Plan
Designation

Location

UGA

Columbia
Valley
Columbia
Valley
The Glen at
Maple Falls
Glacier
Springs
Mt. Baker Rim

Resort Recreational
Subdivisions
Resort Recreational
Subdivisions
Resort Recreational
Subdivisions
Resort Recreational
Subdivisions
Resort Recreational
Subdivisions
Small Town

Alternative 1
(Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan)

Alternative 2
Alternative 3
(No Action/
(Rural/LAMIRD)
Existing Land Use
Designations)
1,339
1,489
0
0

0

700

258

327

187

97

97

92

218

218

145

Snowline

142

142

111

Deming

155

155

59

Small Town

Kendall

41

0

14

Small Town

Maple Falls

61

61

32

Small Town

Glacier

50

112

25

18

Varies

13,449

13,271

14,448

Rural

Crossroads
Welcome
Commercial
Commercial Forestry Varies

3.4

3.4

0

98,735

98,735

98,735

Rural Forestry

Varies

16,925

16,863

16,925

Mineral Resource
Lands
Agriculture

Varies

1,301

1,301

1,301

214

214

214

132,988

132,988

132,988

South of
Deming
TOTAL
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End Notes for Chapter 2
1. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 2.
2. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 6 (planning horizon year has been
changed from 2027 to 2031).
3. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 37 (planning horizon year has been
changed from 2027 to 2031).
4. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 72 (planning horizon year has been
changed from 2027 to 2031).
5. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 113.
6. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), see Policy CV1-E on p. 121.
7. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), see Policy CV1-F on p. 121.
8. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), see Policies CV1-C & CV1-D on p. 121.
9. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), see Policies CV1-C & CV1-D on p. 121.
10. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 2.
11. New dwelling units 2006-2031 are derived by dividing the 2006-2031 population
growth by the assumed residents/dwelling unit from the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan, p. 37.
12. The LAMIRD boundaries for alternative 3 represent an initial analysis of the
LAMIRD criteria in state law for purposes of this SEIS. Whatcom County is in the process
of developing a uniform methodology for evaluating LAMIRDs on a county-wide basis.
13. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007) p. 2.
14. New dwelling units 2006-2031 are derived by dividing the 2006-2031 population
growth by the assumed residents/dwelling unit from the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan, p. 37.
15. The 2006 population for the Columbia Valley LAMIRDs is estimated at 3,677.
It is projected that the LAMIRDs could accommodate approximately 900 – 1,000 more
people. However, the adjacent rural lands removed from the UGA would be able to
accommodate additional population at rural densities. Therefore, land available in the
Columbia Valley area under alternative 3 (the LAMIRD plus adjacent rural areas removed
from the UGA) could accommodate the projected growth of 1,072 people.
16. All acreage figures are approximate.
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17. Location is meant to be a general description. Locations such as Mt. Baker Rim
and Snowline also include the adjacent lands that are designated as Resort/Recreational
Subdivisions.
18. Some of the land use alternatives would re-designate land to either rural or
forestry. For the purposes of this chart, such land has been placed in the rural category,
although some of this land could be designated rural forestry or commercial forestry.
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Chapter 3
Land Use
This chapter of the SEIS addresses existing conditions, impacts and potential mitigation
relating to land use. Additional information on current conditions can be found in the
Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007). Impacts relating to transportation, public
facilities/services, and water quality/quantity are addressed in other sections of the SEIS.

Existing Conditions - Land Use
1

The Foothills Subarea is approximately 133,000 acres or 208 square miles. Mountainous
terrain, forests, river valleys and various water bodies dominate the natural landscape.
Existing Use of Land
Forestry is the predominate use of the land in the Subarea. As of 2007, forestry land uses
occupied about 86.21% of the Foothills Subarea. In comparison, residential occupied
approximately 4.19%, agriculture 2.26% and commercial & industrial land uses
2
collectively occupied about 1/10 of 1% of the land base of the Subarea.
In the Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area (UGA), there are several residential
subdivisions, a recreational development, several commercial establishments, an
elementary school and undeveloped property. The Paradise Lakes Country Club
subdivision was platted in phases between 1968 and 1972, the Peaceful Valley
subdivision was platted in phases between 1976 and 1995, and Camper’s Paradise was
platted in phases between 1973 and 1976. Public water system wells and a sewage
treatment facility are also located in the UGA. Kendall Lake, Sprague Lake, Kendall
Creek, associated wetlands and other critical areas also occupy portions of the UGA.
Small communities, which include both commercial and residential land uses, exist in
Deming, Maple Falls and Glacier. The Mount Baker Junior and Senior High School
campus is located in Deming. There are also recreational developments, including The
Glen at Maple Falls and Black Mountain Ranch, in the Subarea.
As of 2006, approximately 57% of the Foothills Subarea population resided in the
Columbia Valley UGA. About 11% of the population lived in the small communities of
Deming, Maple Falls and Glacier and 32% lived in the remaining portions of the
3
Foothills Subarea.
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Existing Comprehensive Plan Designations
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan sets forth the planned land use for the various
regions of Whatcom County. Within the Foothills Subarea, the current comprehensive
plan designations are shown below.

Comp Plan Designation

Acres

Urban Growth Area
Resort Recreational
Subdivisions

Percentage
of Subarea

1,489

1.12%

784

0.59%

328

0.25%

13,271

9.98%

3.4

0.00%

Commercial Forestry

98,735

74.24%

Rural Forestry

16,863

12.68%

1,301

0.98%

214

0.16%

132,988

100.00%

Small Town
Rural
Crossroads Commercial

4

Mineral Resource Lands
Agriculture
Total

These existing comprehensive plan designations are grouped in three categories
(Resource Lands, Rural and UGA) and discussed further below.
Existing Resource Land Designations: Forestry, Mineral and Ag
Resource lands are designated on the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan map as
Commercial Forestry, Rural Forestry, Mineral Resource, and Agricultural lands. Most of
the mountainous areas, and some of the valley floors, are designated for forestry.
Approximately 88% of the Foothills Subarea is in designated resource lands, as shown
below.

Comp Plan Designation

Acres

Percentage
of Subarea

Commercial Forestry

98,735

74.24%

Rural Forestry

16,863

12.68%

1,301

0.98%

214

0.16%

117,113

88.06%

Mineral Resource Lands
Agriculture
Total
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Existing Rural Designations
Rural lands include not only the “Rural” comprehensive plan designation, but also the
Resort/Recreational Subdivisions, Small Town and Crossroads Commercial designations.
Rural designations are often, but not exclusively, located in the valleys. About 11% of
the Subarea is planned for rural uses.

Comp Plan Designation
Resort Recreational
Subdivisions

Acres

Small Town
Rural
Crossroads Commercial
Total

Percentage
of Subarea

784

0.59%

328

0.25%

13,271

9.98%

3.4

0.00%

14,386

10.82%

Existing Urban Growth Area Designation
There is one urban growth area in the Foothills Subarea: The Columbia
5
Valley/Kendall UGA. This UGA was adopted by the County Council in 1999.
The UGA designation occupies about 1% of the Subarea’s land base.

Comp Plan Designation

Acres

Urban Growth Area

1,489

Percentage
of Subarea
1.12%

The existing UGA has five different zoning designations: Urban Residential four
dwellings/acre (UR4), Small Town Commercial (STC), Rural one dwelling/five acres
(R5A), Rural one dwelling/ten acres (R10A), and Rural Forestry (RF). Some of these
zoning districts do not allow typical urban uses and would have to be rezoned in order to
implement the UGA designation.
Existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Policy 2AA-13 is to “Preclude additional
commercial zoning within the urban growth area until the Small Town Commercial
district in Kendall is fully developed and a land supply study demonstrates a need for
additional commercial land.” This policy states a priority for locating commercial
development in Kendall prior to other locations in the Columbia Valley UGA.
There is an existing policy in the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan to consider
establishing a light impact industrial zone on the north side of Limestone Rd., which
6
would require changing the current Rural Forestry (RF) zoning. However, the existing
RF zoning district does not allow suburbanization of the UGA and retains the option for
urban land use in the future.
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Impacts - Land Use
The SEIS looks at land use impacts from two perspectives. First, the SEIS examines the
capacity of the land to accommodate planned residential, commercial and industrial
growth, as there are environmental consequences associated with land use planning
decisions that will accommodate or fail to accommodate urban growth. Second, the SEIS
considers conversion of land to accommodate growth, as the loss of rural and/or resource
lands can have adverse impacts on environmental quality.
The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan and the alternatives considered in the SEIS include
changes to planned land use in the Columbia Valley, Kendall, Deming, Maple Falls, and
Glacier areas as described in chapter 2. This chapter focuses on land use impacts
associated with the Columbia Valley, where the majority of growth would occur.
Alternative 1 - Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
Alternative 1, adoption of the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan, would reduce the size of the
existing Columbia Valley UGA by about 10%. The UGA would accommodate projected
population growth, create a planned town center designation in a central location, and
include planned light impact industrial designations north of Limestone Rd.
Residential
Alternative 1 projects population will grow by approximately 3,200 people in the UGA
over the planning period, which would create a need for about 1,147 additional housing
7
units. Under alternative 1, this growth in housing units would be accommodated in the
UGA as follows:
Existing
Zoning
UR4

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

Planned or
assumed
land use
Residential

UR4

Yes

Recreational

Un-platted
property

UR4

Yes

Residential and
10
Town Center

Un-platted
property

RF

Yes

Residential

11

188

Un-platted
property

RF

No

Residential

11

81

Paradise Lakes and
Peaceful Valley
Camper’s Paradise

9

TOTAL
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Dwelling units
8
accommodated
328
0
539

1,136

As can be seen from the chart above, the Columbia Valley UGA can approximately
accommodate the population growth projected under alternative 1. The Urban Residential
four dwellings/acre (UR4) zoning in this area was originally adopted in 1988 when the
12
last Foothills Subarea Plan was adopted. The existing UR4 zoning district can
accommodate approximately 76% of the housing growth projected in the UGA.
In order to accommodate the other 24% of the housing growth, the Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007) recommends a “Planned Urban Residential” comprehensive
plan designation on approximately 120 acres currently zoned Rural Forestry.
Accommodation of housing would require rezoning these 120 acres to Urban Residential.
However, 80 acres of this land is already within the UGA and, therefore, anticipated to
convert to urban uses in the future. The 40 acres of Rural Forestry zoning that would be
added to the east side of the UGA currently has a Rural comp plan designation, rather
than a Rural Forestry comp plan designation (which means it is not designated resource
lands). Therefore, 40 acres of rural lands would be converted to urban residential.
However, alternative 1 would also change the comp plan designation in the Kendall area
from UGA to rural. The result would be a net increase in rural lands and a net decrease
in lands designated for urban growth. Designated resource lands would not be affected
by the proposal.
Commercial
Alternative 1 projects a need for 6.5 to 11 net developable acres of commercial land in
13
the UGA. Under alternative 1, this commercial growth would be accommodated in the
UGA as follows:
Existing
Zoning
Site on west side
Kendall Rd. south of
Camper’s Paradise

UR4

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

Planned or
assumed
land use
Town
Center

Approx.
Gross
Acres
44

Net Acres
14
Available

There are 44 total acres in the Planned Town Center. However, after deducting acres
needed for public uses (including the East Whatcom Regional Resource Center),
environmental constraints, and already developed land, there are about 25 net acres left
for development. Additionally, the Town Center is intended for mixed uses, including
higher density residential. Commercial is not the only use intended for the Town Center.
The Planned Town Center appears to be sufficient to accommodate the projected
commercial growth in the Columbia Valley UGA for the 20-year planning period,
assuming it is not developed solely with residential uses.
Accommodation of commercial growth would entail rezoning approximately 44 acres
from Urban Residential to General Commercial or a new Town Center zoning district.
This entire 44 acre site is already within the UGA and, therefore, would convert land
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from one type of planned urban use (residential) to another type of urban use (mixed
commercial/institutional/residential). Accommodation of commercial uses would not
result in the loss of rural or resource lands.
Industrial
Alternative 1 projects a need for 8 to 21 net developable acres of industrial land in the
15
Foothills Subarea. There are no planned industrial areas in the Foothills Subarea outside
the UGA. Under alternative 1, industrial designations in the UGA are shown below:
Existing
Zoning
Area north of
Limestone Rd.
Area north of
Limestone Rd.

RF

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

RF

Yes

Area north of
Limestone Rd.

R5A

No

Planned or
assumed
land use
Planned Light
Impact Industrial
Potential Planned
Light Impact
Industrial
Potential Planned
Light Impact
Industrial

Approx.
Gross
Acres
40

Net Acres
16
Available

40

20

80

40

The entire area shown in the chart above would not be available for industrial
development, as the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan would create two industrial
designations: Planned Light Impact Industrial and Potential Planned Light Impact
Industrial.
The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan would create an approximately 40 acre Planned Light
Impact Industrial designation at the north end of the UGA (north of Limestone Rd.). This
40 acre area would be the 1st priority for light industrial zoning.
Adjacent to this 40-acre site is about 120 acres of land designated as Potential Planned
Light Impact Industrial. Land in this “potential” category could only be considered for
light industry if the 40-acre Planned Light Impact Industrial site is either unavailable
because of land-owner preference or is built out in the future. The intent of the industrial
17
designations is to provide both local employment and tax base.
There are about 40 gross acres in the Planned Light Impact Industrial designation.
However, after deducting acres needed for industrial buffers, infrastructure and
environmental constraints, there are about 29 net acres left for development. The 40-acre
site provides more net acreage than needed to accommodate projected industrial land
demand. However, the site is in one ownership and it may be logical to place it in one
planning designation. Therefore, the Planned Light Impact Industrial designation appears
to be sufficient to accommodate the projected industrial growth in the Columbia Valley
UGA.
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Accommodation of growth within the Planned Light Impact Industrial designation would
involve rezoning approximately 40 acres from Rural Forestry to Light Impact Industrial.
This entire 40 acre site is already within the UGA and, therefore, is not designated
resource lands. The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan already contains a policy to
consider rezoning this land to Light Impact Industrial. The Draft Subarea Plan would
continue and clarify this existing land use policy.
If the existing 40-acre Planned Light Impact Industrial designation were built out or
unavailable for development, a maximum of 40-acres of rural lands could be converted to
UGA/Planned Light Impact Industrial provided that a corresponding 40-acre tract were
removed from the UGA. Alternative 1 would not result in the conversion of designated
resource lands.
Planning Horizon Year
The Growth Management Act requires UGAs to include areas and densities sufficient to
permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the County for the succeeding
twenty-year period. However, a Western Washington Growth Management Hearings
Board case indicates that subarea plans must use the same planning period as the County
18
comprehensive plan. The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007) has a 20-year
planning period that extends to 2027. The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan
currently has a 20-year planning period that extends only to 2022. However, it is
anticipated that the planning horizon year in the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan
will be modified to 2031 in conjunction with the 10-year UGA review. Therefore, this
Final SEIS will also use the 2031 planning horizon year.
Summary of Land Use Impacts
Land use impacts associated with the Columbia Valley UGA under alternative 1 are
summarized below.
•

Accommodating Growth - Alternative 1 would provide sufficient land to
accommodate projected residential, commercial and industrial growth in the
Columbia Valley UGA.

•

Resource Lands – Alternative 1 would not change the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan map designation of any Commercial Forestry, Rural
Forestry, Mineral Resource Lands, or Agricultural lands.

•

Rural Lands - Alternative 1 would change the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Plan designation from Rural to UGA for approximately 40 acres for residential
uses. It could change up to 40 additional acres from Rural to UGA for industrial
uses. However, because the Comprehensive Plan designation of other lands
would be changed from UGA to Rural, there would be a net increase in planned
Rural areas.
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•

Planning Horizon – The planning horizon year should be modified in the Subarea
Plan to match the planning horizon year utilized in the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan.

Alternative 2 – No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
Alternative 2, the “no action” alternative, would not change the existing Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan and Official Whatcom County Zoning Ordinance
designations. The current UGA, Small Towns, rural and forestry designations would be
retained.
Residential
Alternative 2 projects population will grow by approximately 1,980 people in the UGA
over the planning period, which would create a need for about 710 additional housing
19
units. This growth in housing units would be accommodated in the UGA as follows:
Existing
Zoning
Paradise Lakes and
Peaceful Valley
Camper’s Paradise

UR4

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

Planned or
assumed
Land use
Residential

Dwelling units
20
accommodated

UR4

Yes

Recreational

0

Un-platted
property
Un-platted
property
Un-platted
property

UR4

Yes

Residential

539

RF

Yes

Residential

188

R5A

Yes

Residential

184

TOTAL

328

1,239

As can be seen from the chart above, the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA already contains
existing UR4 zoning that could accommodate more than the projected housing growth
under alternative 2. Additionally, there are rural forestry and rural zones in the UGA that
could be rezoned to allow additional urban residential development.
The existing UGA is larger than needed to accommodate projected population growth.
The Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board has indicated that the
21
size of a UGA must be based on the projected growth allocated to the UGA. Potential
land use impacts from an oversized UGA include sprawling development and inefficient
provision of capital facilities.
Accommodation of residential uses under alternative 2 would not result in the loss of any
lands designated as Rural or Rural Forestry in the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan.
There is land zoned Rural Forestry in the UGA, but it is not designated resource lands.
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Commercial
Under alternative 2, it is projected that there would be a need for 5.4 to 9.1 net
22
developable acres of commercial land in the UGA. This commercial growth would be
accommodated in the UGA as follows:
Existing
Zoning
Kendall – Vicinity
of the SR 542/547
Intersection

STC

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

Planned or
assumed
Land use
Commercial

Approx.
Gross
Acres
41

Net Acres
23
Available
23.3

As can be seen from the chart above, the Small Town Commercial zone would supply
adequate land to accommodate commercial growth. However, the Kendall STC is not
currently served with public water or sewer by Water District 13 or Evergreen WaterSewer District 19. The Kendall STC zone is not centrally located to serve the population
of the Columbia Valley, requiring people who live in this area to travel farther to access
the commercial area. The STC zone also provides maximum sizes for certain commercial
uses. For example, retail and service establishments are limited to 7,500 square feet and
24
grocery stores are limited to 30,000 square feet.
Accommodation of commercial uses in the STC zone would not result in the loss of rural
or resource lands.
Industrial
Under alternative 2, it is projected that there would be a need for 7.8 to 11.6 net acres of
25
industrial land in the Foothills Subarea. There are no planned industrial areas in the
Foothills Subarea outside of the UGA. Industrial growth would be accommodated in the
proposed UGA as follows:
Existing
Zoning
Area north of
Limestone Rd.

RF

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

Planned or
assumed
Land use
Light Impact
Industrial

Approx.
Gross
Acres
80

Net Acres
26
Available

Existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Policy 2AA-12 indicates that a Light
Impact Industrial zone should be considered on the north side of Limestone Rd. There
are about 80 gross acres in the UGA that would be considered for light industrial.
However, after deducting acres needed for industrial buffers, infrastructure and
environmental constraints, there are about 49 net acres left for potential development.
Therefore, the area identified by Policy 2AA-12 appears to be more than sufficient to
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accommodate the projected industrial growth in the Columbia Valley UGA for the
planning period.
Accommodation of industrial uses under alternative 2 would not result in the loss of any
lands designated as Rural or Rural Forestry in the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan.
It would involve rezoning area from Rural Forestry to Light Impact Industrial. However,
this area is already within the UGA and, therefore, is not designated resource lands.
Summary of Land Use Impacts
Land use impacts associated with the Columbia Valley UGA under alternative 2 are
summarized below.
•

Accommodating Growth - Alternative 2 would provide an excess land supply to
accommodate projected urban growth in the Columbia Valley UGA, especially
residential and industrial growth.

•

Resource Lands – Alternative 2 would not change the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan map designation of any Commercial Forestry, Rural
Forestry, Mineral Resource Lands, or Agricultural lands.

•

Rural Lands - Alternative 2 would not change the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan designation for any Rural lands.

Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
Alternative 3, the Rural/LAMIRD alternative, would remove the existing Columbia
Valley UGA. LAMIRDs would be created in the Columbia Valley, Deming, Kendall,
Maple Falls and Glacier.
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Residential
Alternative 3 projects population will grow by approximately 1,072 people in the
Columbia Valley area over the planning period, which would create a need for about 385
27
additional housing units. This growth in housing units would be accommodated as
follows:

Paradise Lakes and
Peaceful Valley
Property removed
from the UGA
Property removed
from the UGA
Property removed
from the UGA

Existing
Zoning
UR4

Already in
the UGA
Yes

UR4

Yes

Planned or assumed
land use
LAMIRD/
Residential
29
Rural

R5A

Yes

Rural

24

RF

Yes

Rural Forestry

8

TOTAL

Dwelling units
28
accommodated
328
61

421

As can be seen from the chart above the existing lots in Paradise Lakes and Peaceful
Valley, plus land removed from the UGA that may be developed at rural densities, could
accommodate the residential growth projected under alternative 3. Approximately 85%
of the housing growth could be accommodated on existing lots. The other 15% could be
accommodated in areas removed from the UGA and re-designated as rural.
A potential impact of alternative 3 is that development and growth could occur at a more
rapid rate in rural areas because the supply of building lots in the Columbia Valley
LAMIRDs would be limited to the existing lots in the Paradise Lakes and Peaceful
Valley Subdivisions. As of 2006, there was the potential to build more than 300
dwellings on existing lots in these subdivisions. However, there were over 1,100 vacant
lots in the rural, rural forestry and other portions of the Foothills Subarea that are located
outside of the Columbia Valley UGA, Deming, Maple Falls and Glacier. Alternative 3
projects there will be about 385 dwelling units constructed in the Foothills Subarea in the
planning period. About three times this many dwellings could be constructed on existing
lots in rural and resource land areas. This does not include the potential to subdivide or
short plat additional lots in these areas. Alternative 3 could facilitate additional
development in rural areas, although this impact will likely be lessened by the price
differential between a small lot in the Columbia Valley compared to rural acreage.
Alternative 3 would increase lands designated as rural and rural forestry.
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Commercial
Under alternative 3, it is projected that there would be a need for 4.5 to 7.7 net acres of
commercial land to serve the population of the Columbia Valley LAMIRDs and
30
surrounding area that would be removed from the UGA. Commercial growth would
have to be accommodated in Kendall Small Town Commercial zone. Alternatively,
people in the Columbia Valley LAMIRDs would have to drive to commercial
establishments located at some distance to access shopping and services.
Existing
Zoning
Kendall – Vicinity
of the SR 542/547
Intersection

STC

Already
in the
UGA
Yes

Planned or
assumed
land use
Small Town
Commercial

Approx.
Gross
Acres
14

Net Acres
31
Available

As can be seen from the chart above, the Kendall STC zone may or may not be able to
provide adequate space for commercial uses to serve the area, depending on whether
demand for commercial land is at the low or high end of the range. There currently is no
sewer serving the Kendall STC zone. The STC would be removed from the UGA and the
Growth Management Act discourages provision of sewer outside of UGAs, except under
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limited circumstances. On-site sewage disposal systems would have to serve
commercial growth in the STC. The Kendall STC is not currently served with public
water by Water District 13 or Evergreen Water & Sewer District 19. The Kendall STC
zone is not centrally located to serve the population of the Columbia Valley, requiring
people who live in this area to travel farther to access the commercial area. The STC zone
also provides maximum sizes for certain commercial uses. For example, retail and service
establishments are limited to 7,500 square feet and grocery stores are limited to 30,000
33
square feet.
Accommodation of commercial uses would not result in the loss of rural or resource
lands.
Industrial
Under alternative 3, it is projected that there would be a need for 5.8 to 8.8 net acres of
34
industrial land in the Foothills Subarea. There are no planned industrial areas in the
Foothills Subarea under alternative 3. Industrial growth could, potentially, be
accommodated as follows:
•
•
•

In STC zones;
As cottage industries in Rural and Rural Forestry zones; and/or
As resource based industries in the Rural Forestry or Commercial Forestry zones.
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5.8

One of the purposes of the STC zone is to “. . . provide limited light industrial activities
for employment opportunities for rural residents. . .” In fact, STC zones allow light
35
fabrication and assembly. However, STC zones are not served by sanitary sewer.
Cottage industries, employing no more than four people on site other than family
members, are allowed in the Rural and Rural Forestry zoning districts. The total floor
36
area of new buildings utilized in cottage industries may not exceed 2,500 square feet.
Resource based industries are allowed in the Rural Forestry and Commercial Forestry
zones. A Resource Based Industry is “A business or industry that has a direct
relationship to natural resources such as agriculture, minerals, forestry, fishing and
aquaculture. This type of industry is generally located in close proximity to the resource
37
or resource land.” Resource based industries such as sawmills and shingle mills are
38
allowed in Rural Forestry and Commercial Forestry zones.
Accommodation of industrial uses would not result in the loss of rural lands, as such
lands are intended for a variety of uses including cottage industries. Additionally,
alternative 3 would not result in the conversion of designated resource lands as these
lands are intended to accommodate resource-based industry.
Summary of Land Use Impacts
Land use impacts associated with the Columbia Valley area under alternative 3 are
summarized below.
•

Accommodating Growth - Alternative 3 would accommodate the low residential
growth projection in the Columbia Valley area, which would no longer be a UGA.
However, elimination of the UGA (and its associated development potential)
could facilitate more development in rural areas. Alternative 3 could
accommodate moderate commercial growth in the reduced STC zone, which may
or may not be adequate to meet the commercial needs of the area. Small industry
and resource-based industry could be accommodated in rural and forestry areas.
The size and/or type of industry would be limited to a greater degree than in a
UGA.

•

Resource Lands – Alternative 3 would increase the amount of land in the Rural
Forestry comprehensive plan designation. It would not change the Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan map designation of any Commercial Forestry,
Mineral Resource Lands, or Agricultural lands.

•

Rural Lands - Alternative 3 would increase the amount of land in the Rural
comprehensive plan designation.
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Potential Mitigation - Land Use
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
1. Modify the planning horizon year of the Foothills Subarea Plan to match the
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan’s new horizon year, which is anticipated
to be 2031.
2. Rezone the Planned Town Center to General Commercial concurrent with
Subarea Plan adoption. Strengthen policies and/or regulations to prevent
development of the Town Center entirely with residential uses. The intent is to
preserve land capacity for commercial uses in the Town Center.
3. Retain the Planned Light Impact Industrial designation, but eliminate the Potential
Planned Light Impact Industrial designations.
4. Rezone the Planned Light Impact Industrial comprehensive plan designation
(north of Limestone Rd.) to Light Impact Industrial zoning after adequate capital
facility planning has been completed to serve this area.
5. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan Policy LU1-D strongly discourages re-designation of
Rural Forestry and Commercial Forestry Comprehensive Plan designations to
Urban Growth Area (p. 27).
Alternative 2 – No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
1. Reduce the size of the UGA from 1,489 acres to 991 acres as shown on the
“Alternative 2 Mitigation” map in Appendix B so that the UGA is approximately
sized to accommodate the projected urban growth. This would remove 498 acres
from the UGA and would constitute a 33% reduction in the size of the existing
UGA.
2. Reduce the size of the area considered for light impact industrial zoning north of
Limestone Rd. under Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Policy 2AA-12.
3. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan Policy LU1-D strongly discourages re-designation of
Rural Forestry and Commercial Forestry Comprehensive Plan designations to
Urban Growth Area (p. 27).
Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
1.

Delete the entire Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area chapter of the Draft
Foothills Subarea Plan.

2.

Delete the incorporation study from the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
Implementation chapter (project # 2, p. 141).
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3.

Delete the study/master plan for light impact industrial in the Columbia
Valley UGA from the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan Implementation chapter
(project # 3, p. 141 and project # 10, pp. 143-144).

4.

Delete or modify all other goals, policies, text, maps and implementation
items that mention the Columbia Valley UGA in the Draft Foothills Subarea
Plan.

5.

Delete or modify all goals, policies, text and maps that mention the Columbia
Valley UGA in the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan.

6.

Designate Peaceful Valley, Paradise Lakes and Camper’s Paradise as “limited
areas of more intensive rural development” (LAMIRDs) under RCW
36.70A.070(5)(d), as shown on the “Alternative 3” map in Appendix B. Area
within the LAMIRD boundary would receive a Resort Recreational
Subdivisions comp plan designation and would be rezoned from Urban
Residential 4 dwellings/acre (UR4) to Residential Rural 3 dwellings/acre
(RR3). The LAMIRDs would total approximately 700 acres in size. Unlike
urban growth areas, LAMIRDs can not be expanded to accommodate new
growth.

7.

Rezone existing UR4 areas that are located outside the LAMIRD boundary to
Rural one dwelling per five acres (R5A) or Rural one dwelling per ten acres
(R10A).

8.

Consider establishing an isolated small-scale business LAMIRD in the
Columbia Valley area under RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d)(iii).

Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
There are a number of policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan that serve to mitigate
land use impacts. Selected policies that provide mitigation are summarized below (see
Draft Subarea Plan for the full text of these policies). These policies would apply to all
three alternatives.
•

Policy LU1-B – Strongly discourage rezoning Commercial Forestry zones (p.
27).

•

Policy LU1-C – Strongly discourage rezoning Rural Forestry zones, except
within the proposed UGA (p. 27).
Note: For Alternative 3, remove the reference to the UGA.
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•

Policy LU1-G – Preserve open space and rural character (p. 27).
Note: For Alternative 3, remove the word “UGA” from the policy.

•

Policy LU1-I - Discourage rezoning from R10A to R5A, R10A to R2A and
R5A to R2A (p. 27).

•

Policy LU3-A – Encourage development patterns that promote walking,
bicycling and the use of public transit (p. 28).

•

Policy LU3-C – Adopt small town design guidelines to enhance community
character (p. 28).

•

Policy LU5-B – Preserve culturally significant sites (p. 29).

•

Policy LU5-C – Preserve historically significant sites (p. 29).

•

Policy LU11-B – Determine the required amounts of land anticipated to be
utilized within the planning period (20 years) while retaining options for
future land use decisions beyond the planning period (p. 31).
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End Notes for Chapter 3
1. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 1.
2. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 5.
3. Derived from Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 2.
4. The Crossroads Commercial comp plan designation is 0.0025% of the subarea.
When rounded, this appears as 0.00%
5. Whatcom County Council Ordinance # 99-075, adopted Nov. 23, 1999.
6. Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan, Policy 2AA-12.
7. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), pp. 6 and 37 (planning horizon year has
been changed from 2027 to 2031).
8. E-mail from Matt Aamot to William Grimes of Studio Cascade dated 2/27/07.
For un-platted land, four dwellings/net buildable acre is assumed. Net buildable
acres do not include land that is already developed, land with environmental
constraints, land needed for infrastructure and public purposes, and land assumed
not available during the planning period (market factor).
9. Camper’s Paradise is zoned UR4, but this zoning district specifically allows preexisting “recreational subdivisions” (see WCC 20.20.135 and 20.97.337).
10. The Planned Town Center is intended for mixed uses, including high density
residential. It is assumed that this area will accommodate an average of four
dwellings/net buildable acre, but that these units will be high density units on a
portion of the site in order to accommodate commercial and institutional uses on
the remainder of the site.
11. This analysis assumes eventual rezoning of the Rural Forestry zones located in
the eastern portion of the UGA to UR4.
12. Whatcom County, Foothills Subarea a component of the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Nov. 1988), Zoning Districts map.
13. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 12 (planning horizon year has been
changed from 2027 to 2031).
14. ECONorthwest, Foothills Subarea Economic Analysis (June 12, 2007), p. 12.
15. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 10 (planning horizon year has been
changed from 2027 to 2031).
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16. E-mail from Sarah Watts to Matt Aamot dated 7/14/08.
17. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), pp. 114, 115 and 121.
18. See RCW 36.70A.110(2) and Abenroth, et al., v. Skagit County, Western
Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, Case No. 97-2-0060c (August
6, 2007).
19. Additional housing units are derived by dividing the 2006-2031 population
growth by the assumed residents/dwelling unit from the Draft Foothills Subarea
Plan, p. 37.
20. E-mail from Matt Aamot to William Grimes of Studio Cascade dated 2/27/07 and
an e-mail from Sarah Watts to Matt Aamot dated 6/5/08.
21. The Growth Management Act states that “. . . the county shall include areas and
densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the
county or city for the succeeding twenty-year period. . .” in urban growth areas
(RCW 36.70A.110(2)). The Western Washington Growth Management Hearings
Board has interpreted this to mean that UGAs can neither be too small nor too
large to accommodate projected urban growth (see 1000 Friends of Washington
v. Thurston County and Intervenors William and Gail Barnett and Alpacas of
America, Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, Case No.
05-2-0002, Final Decision and Order, July 20, 2005).
22. Commercial land demand for alternative 2 was calculated using the same
methodology utilized by Studio Cascade for alternative 1 in their “Whatcom
County Foothills Subarea Plan Commercial Land Forecast 2017/2027” (August 2,
2007). A smaller population projection for alternative 2 results in less
commercial land demand than alternative 1.
23. ECONorthwest, Foothills Subarea Economic Analysis (June 12, 2007), p. 12.
24. Whatcom County Code 20.61.201 and .204 allow stores up to these limits with a
conditional use permit. Smaller stores are permitted outright.
25. Industrial land demand for alternative 2 was calculated using the same
methodology utilized by Studio Cascade in their “Whatcom County Foothills
Subarea Plan Industrial Land Forecast 2017/2027” (June 15, 2007). A smaller
employment projection for alternative 2 results in less industrial land demand
than alternative 1.
26. E-mail from Sarah Watts to Matt Aamot dated 7/14/08.
27. Additional housing units are derived by dividing the 2006-2031 population
growth by the assumed residents/dwelling unit from the Draft Foothills Subarea
Plan, p. 37.
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28. E-mail from Matt Aamot to William Grimes of Studio Cascade dated 2/27/07 and
an e-mail from Sarah Watts to Matt Aamot dated 6/11/08.
29. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that UR4 property removed from the
UGA under alternative 3 (that is not included in a LAMIRD) would be rezoned to
R10A, although R5A would be within the scope of this alternative.
30. Commercial land demand for alternative 3 was calculated using the same
methodology utilized by Studio Cascade for alternative 1 in their “Whatcom
County Foothills Subarea Plan Commercial Land Forecast 2017/2027” (August 2,
2007). A smaller population projection for alternative 3 results in less
commercial land demand than in alternatives 1 and 2.
31. E-mail from Sarah Watts to Matt Aamot dated 6/3/08.
32. RCW 36.70A.110(4).
33. Whatcom County Code 20.61.201 and .204 allow stores up to these limits with a
conditional use permit. Smaller stores are permitted outright.
34. Industrial land demand for alternative 3 was calculated using the same
methodology utilized by Studio Cascade in their “Whatcom County Foothills
Subarea Plan Industrial Land Forecast 2017/2027” (June 15, 2007). A smaller
employment projection for alternative 3 results in less industrial land demand
than alternatives 1 and 2.
35. Whatcom County Code 20.61.010 and .152.
36. Whatcom County Code 20.36.135, 20.36.161, 20.42.135 and 20.42.164. In the
R10A zone, cottage industries may employ up to 10 people outside the family for
forestry or agricultural related products on large parcels (WCC 20.36.161(4)).

37. Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan, Appendix A, Glossary.
38. Whatcom County Code 20.42.053 and 20.43.052.
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Chapter 4
Transportation
Existing Conditions - Transportation
State, County and private roads serve the Foothills Subarea. State and County roads
within the Subarea include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1

Mount Baker Highway (SR 542)
Kendall Rd. (SR 547)
Reese Hill Rd. (a portion of this road is a segment of SR 547)
Valley Highway (SR 9)
Mitchell Rd.
Mosquito Lake Rd.
North Fork Rd.
South Pass Rd.
Silver Lake Rd.

Traffic from homes, businesses, schools and other land uses within the Foothills Subarea
affects roads both inside and outside the Subarea. Mount Baker Highway is the busiest
road within the subarea, accommodating approximately 8,000 to 9,000 average daily trips
2
at Deming. The traffic counts below reflect available weekday PM peak hour data for
selected roads affected by Foothills Subarea travel patterns.

Mount Baker Highway east of Maple Falls
SR 547 north of Wheeler Rd.
Nooksack Rd. south of South Pass Rd.
South Pass Rd. east of Nooksack Rd.
Everson-Goshen Rd. north of Smith Rd.
Pole Rd. east of Hannegan Rd.
Hannegan Rd. north of Pole Rd.
Hannegan Rd. south of Smith Rd.
Mount Baker Highway northeast of Valley Highway
Mount Baker Highway north of Smith Rd.
Mount Baker Highway east of Lawrence Rd.
Smith Rd. west of Mount Baker Highway
SR 542 east of Hannegan Road

Two-way PM Peak
3
Hour Traffic Volumes
210
370
205
310
470
470
790
1,095
540
960
855
270
1,545

Traffic counts reflect 2005 through 2008 conditions. Tilghman Group provided traffic
count data for 2008 in the vicinity of SR 542 and SR 547. These counts have been
reviewed and compared to 2005 traffic counts used in the original transportation analysis.
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The comparison shows that 2008 weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes along SR 542
are very close to 2005 weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes. However, the 2008
weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes along the SR 547 approach (Kendall Road) were
approximately 20 to 25 percent higher than the traffic data collected in 2005. The
difference between the 2005 and 2008 counts along SR 547 were approximately 44
vehicles in the westbound direction and 26 vehicles in the eastbound direction. Traffic
volumes fluctuate, on average, by approximately 10 to 15 percent per day, which likely
accounts for some of the differences in traffic data. The traffic counts collected in 2008
indicate there has been little growth in traffic counts within the study area over the past 3
years, and therefore, the 2005 data is generally reflective of existing PM peak hour
conditions. This revised transportation analysis incorporates the SR 547 2008 traffic
counts to provide a more conservative estimate of traffic volumes along this corridor.
The Whatcom Transportation Authority (WTA) provides bus service up SR 542 and SR
547 to the Peaceful Valley/Paradise Lakes area. WTA route 72X picks up passengers in
this area six times throughout the day.

Impacts - Transportation
Whatcom County contracted with The Transpo Group to update the transportation
analysis of the Foothills Subarea alternatives. This analysis builds on the work
completed as part of the Draft SEIS and documented in The Transpo Group Inc., Foothills
Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of Results (May 28, 2008). The transportation
analysis contains the level of detail needed for a planning study. It is intended to evaluate
traffic operational impacts associated with different land use alternatives in order to assist
decision makers in choosing options for planning purposes. The transportation analysis
does not include the level of detail that would be needed to evaluate traffic impacts from
a specific project. Traffic impacts identified in this planning level transportation analysis
are summarized below.
2031 Traffic Volumes
Future (2031) background traffic volumes were forecasted by applying a one percent per
year growth rate to existing traffic volumes. This growth rate is based on the Whatcom
Council of Governments (WCOG) travel demand model. This is the same methodology
that was used for the original transportation analysis described in the Foothills Subarea
Transportation Analysis – Summary of Results (May 28, 2008).
Planned and Programmed Transportation Improvements
The following planned and programmed transportation improvements at the study
intersections have been included as part of the 2031 conditions for each Alternative:
•

E Pole Road/Hannegan Road – A traffic signal is programmed for construction at
this intersection in 2008/2009.

46

•

•

SR 542/Lawerence Road – The Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT) plans to install a one-lane roundabout at this intersection to improve
safety and operations. Currently, right-of-way is being obtained with an
anticipated construction start of 2010.
SR 542/Smith Road - The WSDOT plans to install a one-lane roundabout at this
intersection to improve safety and operations. Currently, right-of-way is being
obtained with an anticipated construction start of 2010.

The following table shows the number of new PM peak hour vehicle trips that would be
generated for each land use alternative.
Number of New PM Peak Hour Vehicle Trips

Columbia Valley
Glacier Area
Maple Falls Area
Deming Small
Town Comp Plan
Remaining Subarea
TOTAL

4

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan
2,097
107
36
36

No Action/Existing
Land Use Designations
1,273
37
29
29

Rural/LAMIRD

737
3,013

268
1,636

181
1,079

837
27
17
17

The new PM peak hour vehicle trip assignment for each Alternative is provided in
Transpo Group’s memorandum entitled Foothills Subarea SEIS Revised Analysis –
Technical Data (December 18, 2008).
Level of Service – Overview
Traffic impacts caused by each land use alternative were measured by evaluating the
level of service (LOS) in terms of travel delay at identified intersections. LOS can be
described with a range from A to F. LOS A indicates free flowing traffic and LOS F
indicates long vehicle delays. The criteria for determining the LOS are based upon the
2000 Highway Capacity Manual as shown below.
LOS

A
B
C
D
E
F

Delay per vehicle at
signalized intersections
(in seconds)
10.0 or less
10.1 to 20.0
20.1 to 35.0
35.1 to 55.0
55.1 to 80.0
more than 80.0
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Delay per vehicle at
un-signalized intersections
(in seconds)
10.0 or less
10.1 to 15.0
15.1 to 25.0
25.1 to 35.0
35.1 to 50.0
more than 50.0

For the purpose of the SEIS, the following LOS values were considered acceptable:
•
•
•
•

LOS C or better for state highway intersections in rural areas;
LOS D or better for state highway intersections in urban areas;
LOS C or better for minor collector intersections; and
5
LOS D or better for major collector intersections.

It should be noted that the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan establishes level of
service standards for County roads based upon the ratio of the volume of traffic to the
capacity of the roadway (V/C ratio). The Comprehensive Plan does not contain LOS
standards for intersection delay. However, travel delay at intersections was determined to
be a better indicator of actual impacts that should be evaluated under SEPA and an
appropriate way to define mitigation measures. Therefore, the transportation analysis
focuses on intersection delays caused by future development under the three land use
alternatives.
Level of Service – Study Intersections

6

The transportation analysis evaluated how projected traffic from the three land use
alternatives would impact intersections in 2031. The new PM peak hour vehicle trips for
each land use alternative were added to the 2031 background traffic volumes to form the
basis of the alternatives analysis. Future 2031 PM peak hour traffic volumes by land use
alternative are provided in Transpo Group’s memorandum entitled Foothills Subarea
SEIS Revised Analysis – Technical Data (December 18, 2008). The levels of service and
intersection delay of this analysis are shown below for each of the three alternatives.
The SR 542/Kendall Road (SR 547) intersection operates at three intersections.
Therefore, this transportation analysis has been updated to reflect the appropriate
configuration of the SR 542/Kendall Road (SR 547) intersection as three separate
intersections i.e., SR 542/Kendall Road (SR 547) (West), SR 542/Kendall Road (East),
and SR 542/SR 542 (South / Kendall Area).
As shown in the table below, 11 of the 18 study intersections would operate below the
minimum LOS standard for Alternative 1 (Draft Foothills Subarea Plan) in 2031 during
the PM peak hour. For Alternative 2 (No Action / Existing Land Use Designation), 10 of
the 18 study intersections would operate below the minimum LOS standard in 2031
during the PM peak hour. For Alternative 3 (Rural/LAMRID), 9 of the 18 study
intersections would operate below the minimum LOS standard in 2031 during the PM
peak hour.
Detailed level of service worksheets are provided in Transpo Group’s memorandum
entitled Foothills Subarea SEIS Revised Analysis – Technical Data (December 18, 2008).
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Intersection
S Pass Rd/SR 547
SR 542/SR 547 (West)
SR 542/SR 547 (East)
SR 542/SR 542 (South / Kendall Area)
SR 542/SR 9
S Pass Rd/Nooksack Rd (West)
SR 542/Lawrence Rd
SR 542/E Smith Rd
E Smith Rd/Everson-Goshen Rd
SR 542/Everson-Goshen Rd
E Pole Rd/Hannegan Rd
E Smith Rd/Hannegan Rd
SR 542/Hannegan Rd
SR 542/Silver Lake Rd
S Pass Rd/Nooksack Road (East)
E SR 542/Britton Rd
E Pole Rd/Everson-Goshen Rd
E SR 542/McLeod Rd

Minimum
LOS
Standard
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
D
C
C
D
D
C
C
C
C
D

Alternative 1 20317
LOS
B
F
B
F
F
E
F
F
F
F
B
F
F
C
C
F
C
D

Delay
10
>200
14
147
>200
43
>200
>200
>200
>200
13
114
>200
15
17
>200
22
44

v/c or
WM
NA
NB
EB
SB
NB
SB
EB
EB/NB
NA
SB
0.73
1.23
1.17
NB
NB
NB-RT
NB
0.86
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Alternative 2 20317
LOS
A
F
B
C
F
D
E
F
F
F
B
E
F
B
C
F
C
D

Delay
9
>200
12
22
>200
34
60
135
>200
74
13
73
>200
13
15
189
21
43

v/c or
WM
NA
NB
EB
SB
NB
SB
EB
NB
NA
SB
0.71
1.14
1.13
NB
NB
NB-RT
NB
0.76

Alternative 3 20317
LOS
A
F
B
B
F
D
C
E
F
E
B
E
F
B
B
F
C
D

Delay
8
91
12
15
>200
32
32
59
110
40
13
73
>200
12
15
96
20
43

v/c or
WM
NA
NB
EB
SB
NB
SB
EB
NB
NA
SB
0.71
1.14
1.10
NB
NB
NB-RT
NB
0.72

Seasonal Variations in Traffic
Traffic delays and LOS in the table above are for the PM peak hour on a weekday. The
Mount Baker recreational area attracts a high number of vehicles during the ski season
and the summer. Recreational traffic is typically highest on weekends but also overlaps
with peak hour commuter traffic at certain times, especially on Fridays.
It is understood by the County that there are periods of high seasonal use along the SR
542 highway corridor; however, it is anticipated that roadways and intersections would
be designed for average weekday PM peak hour conditions rather than seasonal flows. By
designing for average weekday conditions, the capacity for roadways and intersections
would be sufficient to serve a majority of traffic conditions and would not be designed to
accommodate peak seasonal demands.
A sensitivity test was conducted to understand how higher traffic volumes might impact
the study area intersections. This sensitivity test evaluated impacts of inflating
Alternative 1 traffic volumes by 10% and assumed that improvements for Alternative 1
(i.e., traffic signals, roundabouts, turn lanes, etc.) have already been completed. This
sensitivity test shows, with an increase in traffic volumes for Alternative 1 of 10 percent,
seven locations would degrade below the minimum LOS C standard during the PM peak
hour. These locations include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

South Pass Road/Nooksack Road would operate at LOS D
SR 542/Smith Road would operate at LOS E
SR 542/Everson-Goshen Road would operate at LOS D
Smith Road/Hannegan Road would operate at LOS E
SR 542/Hannegan Road would operate at LOS E
SR 542/Britton Road would operate at LOS F
E Pole Road/Everson-Goshen Road would operate at LOS D

This is provided for informational purposes only and no further mitigation is
recommended at these locations because the County does not design the transportation
system for peak seasonal demand.
Summary of Transportation Impacts
Eighteen study intersections were evaluated as part of the transportation analysis for the
Foothills Subarea. This includes the SR 542/Kendall Road intersection evaluated as three
separate locations. Six of these intersections are located in the Foothills Subarea and 12
are located outside the Subarea. The six intersections within the Subarea are:
• Mount Baker Highway (SR 542)/Valley Highway;
• Mount Baker Highway (SR 542)/Kendall Rd (SR 547), (West);
• Mount Baker Highway/Kendall Rd (SR 547), (East);
• SR 542/SR 542 (South / Kendall Area);
• Mount Baker Highway (SR 542)/Silver Lake Rd.; and
• Kendall Rd (SR 547) /South Pass Rd.
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Based on the weekday PM peak hour analysis discussed previously, the number of
intersections operating below the acceptable LOS during the P.M. peak hour in 2031 is
shown below. For comparison purposes, this chart includes a “no growth” scenario
(assuming no growth within the Foothills Subarea). The “no growth” scenario is shown
as a reference point to illustrate study intersections that would operate below the
minimum standard even without additional development in the Foothills Subarea; this
scenario is not one of the land use alternatives.

No Growth
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3

Number of
Intersections operating
below LOS in 2031
3
11
10
9

As shown above, if there were no additional development within the Foothills Subarea,
three of the study intersections would still fall below the LOS because of traffic created
by growth outside the Foothills Subarea.

Potential Mitigation – Transportation
Potential capital improvement planning projects to meet the above identified needs and
reduce intersection delays for the three land use alternatives are set forth below. In most
cases, the intersection improvements are similar between the land use Alternatives. There
are some study intersections where Alternative 1 requires more improvements than
Alternatives 2 and 3 due to the more intense development and higher anticipated traffic
volumes. The following provides a summary of the improvements needed to meet the
minimum LOS standard.
A large portion of the study intersections are along state facilities. The WSDOT has
made it a policy to evaluate a roundabout and traffic signal for state intersections. In
addition, where a roundabout is found to provide safety, efficiency, and/or an advantage
over traffic signal operations, WSDOT’s preferred traffic control is a roundabout. In
consideration of this policy, the proposed mitigation measures for each alternative
considered and recommended roundabout traffic control where appropriate.
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Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
Facility/Improvement

Location

Intersection consolidation. Two-lane
Roundabout or Traffic Signal with turnlanes on all approaches8
Traffic signal with permitted/protected leftturn phasing. Add eastbound through lane
and a shared through/right-turn lane.9
Add two-way left-turn lane along South Pass
Rd.
Two lane roundabout10

SR542 and SR 547.

Improves to LOS C

Installation and
Construct

SR542 and SR9 (Valley
Hwy)

Improves to LOS B

Installation

Federal and state funds and
developer contributions

South Pass Rd. and
Nooksack Rd.
SR542 and Lawrence Rd.

Improves to LOS C

Construction

Improves to LOS A

Two lane Roundabout11

SR542 and Smith Rd.

Improves to LOS D

Roundabout or Traffic signal with protected
left-turn phasing. Add eastbound and
westbound left-turn lanes.
Roundabout with two westbound lanes or
Traffic signal and dual eastbound left-turn
lanes.
Add northbound right-turn lane.

Smith Rd. and EversonGoshen Rd.

Improves to LOS C

Installation and
construction
Installation and
construction
Installation and
construction

Federal and state funds and
developer contributions
State funds

Dual left turn lanes on all approaches and a
southbound right-turn lane 12
Roundabout with two eastbound through
lanes or Traffic signal with protected leftturn phasing and eastbound right turn lane.13

SR 542 and EversonGoshen Rd.
Smith Rd and Hannegan
Rd
SR542 and Hannegan Rd.
SR 542 and Britton Rd.

New LOS

By 2031

Improves to LOS C (w/
Traffic Signal LOS C)

Installation and
construction

Improves to LOS D

Construction

Improves to LOS D

Installation and
construction
Installation and
construction

Improves to LOS B (w/
Traffic Signal LOS D)
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Potential
Funding Sources
Federal and state funds and
developer contributions

State funds
Federal, state, and County funds
and developer contributions
Federal, state, and County funds
and developer contributions

Federal, state, and city funds and
developer contributions
Federal, state, city, and county
funds and developer contributions

Alternative 2 – No Action/Existing Land Use Designations
Facility/Improvement

Location

New LOS

Intersection consolidation. Roundabout or
Traffic Signal8

SR542 and SR 547.

Traffic signal with permitted/protected leftturn phasing9.
Add two-way left-turn lane along South Pass
Rd.
Roundabout. Add eastbound left-turn lane.10
Two lane roundabout.11
Roundabout or Traffic signal with eastbound
protected/permitted left-turn phasing.

SR542 and SR9 (Valley
Hwy)
South Pass Rd. and
Nooksack Rd.
SR542 and Lawrence Rd.
SR542 and Smith Rd.
Smith Rd. and EversonGoshen Rd.

Improves to LOS B
(w/ both Roundabout and
Traffic Signal)
Improves to LOS C

Installation

Improves to LOS C

Construction

Roundabout or Traffic signal. Add dual
eastbound left-turn lanes.

SR542 and EversonGoshen Rd.

Add northbound right-turn lane.

Smith Rd and Hannegan
Rd
SR542 and Hannegan Rd.

Dual left turn lanes on all approaches and a
southbound right-turn lane 12
Roundabout with two eastbound through
lanes or traffic signal with protected left-turn
phasing. Add eastbound right-turn lane.

SR 542 and Britton Rd.

Improves to LOS B
Improves to LOS B
Improves to LOS B
(w/ both Roundabout and
Traffic Signal)
Improves to LOS B
(w/ both Roundabout and
Traffic Signal)
Improves to LOS C
Improves to LOS D
Improves to LOS A
(w/ Traffic Signal LOS C)
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By 2031
Installation

Potential
Funding Sources
Federal and state funds and
developer contributions

Installation and
construction

Federal and state funds and
developer contributions
Federal and state funds and
developer contributions
State funds
State funds
Federal, state, and County funds
and developer contributions

Installation and
construction

Federal, state, and County funds
and developer contributions

Installation and
construction
Installation and
construction

Federal, state, and city funds and
developer contributions
Federal, state, city, and county
funds and developer contributions

Alternative 3 – Rural/LAMIRD

Facility/Improvement

Location

Intersection consolidation. Roundabout
or Traffic Signal8
Traffic signal with permitted left-turn
phasing.
Add two-way left-turn lane along South
Pass Rd.
Two lane roundabout.11
Roundabout or Traffic signal with
protected/permitted eastbound left-turn
phasing.
Roundabout or Traffic signal with. Add
dual eastbound left-turn lanes.
Add northbound right-turn lane.

SR542 and SR 547.

Add southbound right-turn lane 12
Traffic signal.

SR542 and SR9
(Valley Hwy)
South Pass Rd. and
Nooksack Rd.
SR542 and Smith Rd.
Smith Rd. and
Everson-Goshen Rd.
SR542 and EversonGoshen Rd.
Smith Rd and
Hannegan Rd
SR542 and Hannegan
Rd.
SR 542 and Britton
Rd.

New LOS

By 2031

Improves to LOS A (w/ Traffic
Signal LOS B)
Improves to LOS A

Installation

Improves to LOS C

Construction

Improves to LOS C
Improves to LOS B (w/ both
Roundabout and Traffic Signal)

Installation and
construction

Potential
Funding Sources
Federal and state funds and
developer contributions
Federal and state funds and
developer contributions
Federal and state funds and
developer contributions
State funds
Federal, state, and County funds
and developer contributions

Improves to LOS B (w/ both
Roundabout and Traffic Signal)
Improves to LOS C

Installation and
construction

Federal, state, and County funds
and developer contributions

Improves to LOS D

Installation and
construction
Installation and
construction

Federal, state, and city funds and
developer contributions
Federal, state, city, and county
funds and developer contributions

Improves to LOS C
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Installation

Summary of Differences
The differences between the potential transportation planning mitigation for the three
alternatives are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The improvements at the SR 542/SR 9 intersection would not require an
eastbound right-turn lane to meet the minimum standard in alternatives 2 and 3;
The SR 542/Lawerence Road intersection would not require a full two-lane
roundabout in alternatives 2 and 3;
The Smith Road/Everson-Goshen Road intersection would not require eastbound
and westbound left-turn lanes in alternatives 2 and 3;
The SR 542/Hannegan Road intersection would not require a dual left-turn lanes
on all approaches in alternative 3;
The SR 542/Britton Road intersection would not require an eastbound right-turn
lane in alternative 3; and
There are no additional improvements beyond what WSDOT is planning at SR
542/Lawerence Rd. intersection with alternative 3.

Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
1. Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan address transportation impacts.
Selected policies that provide mitigation are set forth below. These policies would
apply to all three alternatives.
LU10-B

Impose impact fees for roads, parks, and schools on new
development within the Foothills Subarea commensurate with
Whatcom County ordinances (p. 30).

LU12-A

Site plans should encourage the use of pedestrian and/or bicycle
ways by providing, for use by the general public, bicycle trails,
pedestrian pathways and street crossings that link and extend
pathways connecting to public recreational or view areas (p. 31).

T1-C

Preserve the scenic value of the Mount Baker Highway corridor by
preserving mature vegetation along the corridor where possible and
where it does not interfere with sight distance safety standards (p.
60).

T3-C

Encourage multimodal transportation facilities, including options
such as park and rides (p. 61).

T4-C

Maintain and improve a multi-modal transportation system that
facilitates economic development, provides mobility for people
and goods, and reduces air pollution (p. 61).
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T5-A

Encourage bicycling and walking as a way to invite Foothills
residents into public spaces and commercial enterprises (p. 61).

T9-A

Coordinate with WSDOT to design and install roadway
improvements to enhance traveler safety and mobility, such as
pull-outs (p. 62).

T11-C

Promote and encourage the provision of public transit as demand
increases in the Foothills Subarea (p. 63).

T11-D

Include bikeways and/or pedestrian walkways as an integral part of
the transportation system (p. 63).

2. Add a new policy to the Foothills Subarea Plan transportation chapter as follows:
When an engineered traffic study for proposed new development is
required, it should incorporate a weekend analysis if the development
would generate peak volumes on a weekend.
3. Add a new policy to the Foothills Subarea Plan transportation chapter as follows:
When an engineered traffic study for proposed new development is
required, consider evaluating impacts on intersections west to I-5
including intersections within the City of Bellingham. Whatcom County
will determine the intersections to be studied, in consultation with
WSDOT and affected cities.
4. The Whatcom Transportation Authority should consider additional transit service to
the Foothills Subarea.

5. Whatcom County should ensure that the transportation concurrency requirements
of the Official Whatcom County Zoning Ordinance are enforced when
applications for development are submitted.
6. Washington State Department of Transportation and Whatcom County should
coordinate to ensure appropriate funding and transportation improvements for the
Foothills Subarea.
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End Notes for Chapter 4
1. The portion of Mount Baker Highway between Lawrence Rd. and Valley
Highway also serves as a segment of SR 9.
2. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), p. 52.
3. Weekday PM peak hour traffic counts were from Tilghman Group Transportation
Planning, Washington State Department of Transportation and the Balfour Village Traffic
Impact Analysis prepared for Aiki Homes, Inc (October 2007). Traffic counts were
conducted in 2005 through 2008.
4. The Transpo Group Inc., Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of
Results (May 28, 2008, p. 8) and Transpo Group e-mail dated December 18, 2008.
5. The Transpo Group Inc., Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of
Results (May 28, 2008, p. 9).
6. LOS is measured in average delay per vehicle and is typically reported for the
intersection as a whole at signalized and all-way stop intersections. The LOS for two-way
stop intersections is expressed by the LOS of the worst intersection movement.
7. Study intersections shown in bold would operate below the minimum LOS
standard.
8. The three separate SR 542/Kendall Road intersections should be consolidate into
one location. The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan specifically mentions the potential for a
roundabout at the intersection of SR 542 and Kendall Rd. (pp. 129 and 143).
9. A two-lane roundabout would provide LOS D operations in all alternatives which
does not meet the minimum LOS C standard.
10. The WSDOT has evaluated the SR 542/Lawrence Rd. intersection and
determined a one-lane roundabout should be installed to improve safety and operations at this
intersection (SR 542 - Everson Goshen Rd. Vicinity to SR 9 Vicinity, Project Status,
December 2008, http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/sr542/eversongoshensr9widening/). The
WSDOT is currently working on obtaining right-of-way for this improvement and anticipates
beginning construction in 2010. This transportation analysis shows that additional
improvements (i.e., a two lane roundabout with Alternative 1 and an eastbound left-turn lane
with Alternative 2) would be needed in 2031 to accommodate Alternative 1 and 2 land uses.
11. The WSDOT has evaluated the SR 542/Smith Rd. intersection and determined a
one-lane roundabout should be installed to improve safety and operations at this intersection
(SR 542 - Everson Goshen Rd. Vicinity to SR 9 Vicinity, Project Status, December 2008,
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/sr542/eversongoshensr9widening/). The WSDOT is
currently working on obtaining right-of-way near for this improvement and anticipates
beginning construction in 2010. This transportation analysis shows that a two-lane
roundabout would be required to improve operations with all of the land use Alternatives. For
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Alternative 1, the two-lane roundabout would improve operations to LOS D, which is below
the minimum LOS C standard. In order to meet the LOS C standard for Alternative 1, a
traffic signal and additional lanes in each direction would be needed.
12. Because of potential geometric limitations, alternative mitigation may be needed
(Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of Results, May 28, 2008, p. 13).
13. The SR 542 and Britton Rd traffic signal mitigation measure would provide LOS
D operations which is below the minimum LOS standard. To meet the LOS C standard in
2031 with Alternative 1, a roundabout with two eastbound through lanes would be necessary.
There is limited right-of-way at this intersection. Therefore, since this is an urban setting and
the area west of Britton Road is in the Bellingham UGA, consideration could be given to
adopting a minimum LOS D.
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Chapter 5
Public Schools
Existing Conditions - Schools
Mount Baker School District
The Mount Baker School District serves the majority of the students in the Foothills
Subarea. Approximately 94% of the land in the Subarea is within the Mount Baker
School District. As of October 2008 the District had 2,123 students, which is a reduction
1
from 2003 when the District had 2,428 students. This decline of 305 students represents
a 12.56% decrease in student population over this 5-year period. Existing Mount Baker
School District facilities in the Foothills Subarea are shown below.
Facility Name

Location

Kendall
Elementary
School (K-6)
Mount Baker
Junior High
School (7-8)
Mount Baker
High School
(9-12)
District Office

7547 Kendall Rd.
Maple Falls, WA
98266
5100 Mitchell Rd.
Deming, WA 98244

412

468

(56)

275

370

(95)

4936 Deming Rd.
Deming, WA 98244

1,175

686

489

4956 Deming Rd.
Deming, WA 98244
4888 Deming Rd.
Deming, WA 98244
4937 Deming Rd.
Deming, WA 98244

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Education
Resource Center
District
Transportation &
Maintenance

Permanent
Classroom
Student
2
Capacity

Existing
Students
3
(Oct.2008)

Existing
capacity surplus
or (deficit)

In order to address the current capacity deficit at Kendall Elementary School, portable
classrooms are being utilized. In order to address the current capacity deficit at the
Mount Baker Junior High School, classrooms at the High School are being used for
junior high students. 4
The Mount Baker School District has two other elementary schools, Harmony & Acme,
and provides instruction through Timber Ridge Center (grades 6-12), but these facilities
are all located outside of the Foothills Subarea. The Harmony Elementary School serves
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a relatively small portion of the Subarea around Deming. The Acme Elementary School
serves a relatively small portion of the Subarea in the Mosquito Lake Road area.
According to the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan, these areas are not planned for
high growth.
Nooksack Valley School District
The Nooksack Valley School District serves the northwest portion of the Foothills
Subarea and a relatively large area outside of the Foothills Subarea. As of October 2008
the District had 1,616 students, which is a reduction from 2003 when the District had
5
1,755 students. This decline of 139 students represents a 7.92% decrease in student
population over this 5-year period. Approximately 6% of the land in the Subarea is
within the Nooksack Valley District. These lands are planned for Rural, Rural Forestry,
Commercial Forestry and Mineral Resource Lands under the comprehensive plan. These
designations, which are not proposed to be changed by the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan,
do not allow high density development. The Nooksack Valley District does not have any
schools in the Subarea.

Impacts - Schools
The SEIS focuses on impacts to the Kendall Elementary School, the Mount Baker Junior
High School and the Mount Baker High School. These three schools serve the majority
of the Foothills Subarea, including the Columbia Valley UGA. The impacts of Subarea
Plan adoption to Harmony Elementary School, Acme Elementary School and the
Nooksack Valley School District are not considered significant and, therefore, are not
addressed in the SEIS.
Students and Facilities
The Washington State Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) projects that
enrollment in the Mount Baker School District will decline every year from 2008 to
6
2014, which is the last year of the projection.
While the State projects a decline in enrollment, the Mount Baker School District SixYear Capital Facilities Plan (Feb. 2006) states:
. . . Throughout the 1990’s Mount Baker School District experienced a consistent
3%-4% increase in student enrollment. Beginning in the 2003-2004 school year
the District began experiencing an enrollment decline . . .OSPI uses the cohort
survival method . . . The cohort survival method uses historical enrollment data to
forecast the number of students who will be attending school the following year.
This methodology assumes that the enrollment trends which have occurred over
the previous six years will likely continue through the next six years. Notably, the
cohort survival method does not anticipate new students from new development
in the District. . . (p. 1).
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For each new dwelling unit in the District, the Mount Baker School District Six-Year
Capital Facilities Plan (Feb. 2006) estimates 0.224 new elementary students, 0.049 new
junior high students, and 0.127 new high school students. Utilizing these student
generation rates, the three land use alternatives would be expected to generate student
demand for classrooms in the 20-year planning period as shown below.
Kendall Elementary School

Alternative 1

New
Existing student Projected students
New
housing
elementary
capacity deficit
needing permanent
7
students
classrooms
units
1,543
346
(56)
402

Alternative 2

864

194

(56)

250

Alternative 3

471

106

(56)

162

Mount Baker Junior High School

Alternative 1

New
New
Existing student Projected
housing
junior high capacity deficit
students needing
8
students
permanent classrooms
units
1,572
77
(95)
172

Alternative 2

881

43

(95)

138

Alternative 3

481

24

(95)

119

Mount Baker High School

Alternative 1

New
Existing student Projected
New
high school capacity surplus students needing
housing
8
students
permanent classrooms
units
1,572
200
489
0

Alternative 2

881

112

489

0

Alternative 3

481

61

489

0
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Staffing
State law contains staff/student ratios that are utilized for funding purposes.
ratios are:

9

These

•

49 certified instructional staff per 1,000 students enrolled in kindergarten
through 3rd grade (or one certified instructional staff per 20.41 students).
Certified instructional staff includes teachers, counselors, librarians, etc.

•

46 certified instructional staff per 1,000 students enrolled in 4th grade through
12th grade (or one certified instructional staff per 21.74 students).

•

4 certified administrative staff per 1,000 students enrolled in kindergarten
through 12th grade (or one certified administrative staff per 250 students).
Certified administrative staff includes superintendents, principals etc.

•

16.67 classified personnel per 1,000 students enrolled in kindergarten through
12th grade (or one classified personnel per 60 students). Classified personnel
include para-educators, custodians, food service workers, etc.

Utilizing these ratios, the three land use alternatives would be expected to generate the
10
need for additional staff in the 20-year planning period as shown below.
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Kendall Elementary School
New
elementary
students

Certified
instructional
staff needed

Certified
administrative
staff needed

Classified
personnel
needed

Alternative 1

346

16.51

1.38

Total
additional
staff
needed
5.77
23.66

Alternative 2

194

9.26

0.78

3.23

13.26

Alternative 3

106

5.06

0.42

1.77

7.25

Mount Baker Junior High School

New
junior high
students

Certified
instructional
staff needed

Certified
administrative
staff needed

Classified
personnel
needed

Alternative 1

77

3.54

0.31

Total
additional
staff
needed
1.28
5.13

Alternative 2

43

1.98

0.17

0.72

2.87

Alternative 3

24

1.10

0.10

0.40

1.60

Mount Baker High School

New
high school
students

Certified
instructional
staff needed

Alternative 1

200

9.20

0.80

Total
additional
staff
needed
3.33
13.33

Alternative 2

112

5.15

0.45

1.87

7.47

Alternative 3

61

2.81

0.24

1.02

4.07
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Certified
administrative
staff needed

Classified
personnel
needed

Potential Mitigation – Schools
Potential capital improvement planning to meet the above identified needs for the three
11
land use alternatives are set forth below.
Alternative 1 - Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
Facility

Location

Additional
Capacity

Within
six-year
planning
period

Within
20-year
planning
period

Potential
Funding
Sources

New elementary
school

Columbia
Valley
UGA
Deming

400-500
students

Property
Acquisition

Construction

Bond, state funds
and developer
contributions
Bond, state funds
and developer
contributions

Mount Baker Junior
High – 7 additional
permanent
classrooms

175 students

Construction

Alternative 2 – No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
Facility

Location

Additional
Capacity

Within
six-year
planning
period

Within
20-year
planning
period

Potential
Funding
Sources

New elementary
school

Columbia
Valley
UGA
Deming

300 students

Property
Acquisition

Construction

Bond, state funds
and developer
contributions
Bond, state funds
and developer
contributions

Mount Baker Junior
High – 6 additional
permanent
classrooms

150 students

Construction

Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
Facility

Location

Additional
Capacity

Kendall Elementary
School – 5 to 6
additional
12
portables
Mount Baker Junior
High – 5 additional
permanent
classrooms

Kendall

Deming

Within
six-year
planning
period

Within
20-year
planning
period

Potential
Funding
Sources

110 students

Installation

Bond, state funds
and developer
contributions

125 students

Construction

Bond, state funds
and developer
contributions
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Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
1. Mount Baker School District could seek local, state and/or federal resources to fund
additional staff and capital facility improvements, as needed to serve the students of
the District.
2. Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan address schools. Selected policies
that provide mitigation are set forth below. These policies would apply to all three
alternatives.
LU2-E

Link UGA neighborhoods to the Kendall Elementary School and
the Kendall Small Town Commercial area with convenient
pedestrian, bicycle, public transit, and auto connections.
Note: For Alternative 3,“Columbia Valley” would replace
“UGA.”

LU10-B

Impose impact fees for roads, parks, and schools on new
development within the Foothills Subarea commensurate with
Whatcom County ordinances.

PF7-B

Adequate facilities and services which provide diverse education,
recreation, cultural and social opportunities should be encouraged.

The Whatcom County Council adopted Ordinance 2007-067 in November 2007.
This ordinance authorizes collection of impact fees for local school districts, if
certain conditions are met. To be eligible to collect impact fees, a school district
must submit their six-year capital facilities plan to the County and the County
Council must adopt the capital facility plan and associated school impact fee
schedule (WCC 20.75.060).
3. Incorporate the Mount Baker School District Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan
(Feb. 2006), and subsequent updates, into the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Plan or Foothills Subarea Plan by reference.
4. As an alternative to constructing additional junior high classrooms in Deming:
a. If growth in student population is lower than anticipated, excess capacity
at the high school or portable classrooms could be used to house junior
high students.
b. If growth in student population is higher than anticipated, consider a new
secondary school in Kendall.
5. Add a policy to the Subarea Plan to develop safe routes to school.
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End Notes for Chapter 5
1. State of Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction, Determination of
Projected Enrollments by Cohort Survival, Mount Baker District (Oct. 2008).
2. Mount Baker School District, Mount Baker School District Six-Year Capital
Facilities Plan (Feb. 2006, p. 3). Permanent classroom student capacity does not include
capacity of re-locatable classrooms (portables) that are utilized by the School District as
interim facilities.
3. State of Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction, Determination of
Projected Enrollments by Cohort Survival, Mount Baker District (Oct. 2008) and Mount
Baker School District website http://www.mtbaker.wednet.edu/kendall/enroll.htm (accessed
October 23, 2008).
4. Mount Baker School District, Mount Baker School District No. 507 Study &
Survey 2006, Section Two.
5. State of Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction, Determination of
Projected Enrollments by Cohort Survival, Nooksack Valley District (Oct.. 2008).
6. State of Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction, Determination of
Projected Enrollments by Cohort Survival, Mount Baker District (Oct. 2008).
7. It is assumed that approximately 96% of the new housing units in the Foothills
Subarea will be served by the Kendall Elementary School. The other 4% will be served by
Harmony Elementary, Acme Elementary and the Nooksack School District. These
percentages were derived as follows. All new housing units for the Columbia Valley, Maple
Falls and Glacier were allocated to the Kendall Elementary School. All new housing units in
the Deming Small Town were allocated to the Harmony Elementary School. New housing
units in the remaining subarea were allocated to Kendall Elementary, Harmony Elementary,
Acme Elementary or the Nooksack School District based upon, and proportional to, the
vacant lots in these areas as a percentage of total vacant lots in the remaining subarea.
Vacant lots that could not be used for residential development, such as lots in the
Commercial Forestry zone, were not included.
8. For junior high and high school, it is assumed that approximately 98% of the new
housing units in the Foothills Subarea will be served by the Mount Baker School District and
about 2% by the Nooksack School District. These percentages were derived as follows. All
new housing units in the Columbia Valley, Deming, Maple Falls and Glacier were allocated
to the Mount Baker School District. New housing units in the remaining subarea were
allocated to the Mount Baker or Nooksack Valley Districts based upon, and proportional to,
the vacant lots in these areas as a percentage of total vacant lots in the remaining subarea (not
including the Commercial Forestry zone, which does not allow residential development).
9. These ratios are contained in RCW 28A.150.260(2)(b). These ratios have not
been adopted as official level of service standards in the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Plan.
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10. Because school districts have some flexibility in the number of teachers and
other staff to meet educational and programming goals, this analysis does not assume a
deficit or surplus of staff at the present time.
11. Students per classroom is based upon the level of service standards contained in
the Mount Baker School District Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan (Feb. 2006, p. 2)
12. There would not be enough students to justify a new elementary school under
this alternative, but there is also concern about adding permanent classrooms that would
make the existing elementary school capacity quite large on a permanent basis. Therefore,
additional portables could be utilized to accommodate growth of 110 new students.
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Chapter 6
Fire Protection/EMS
Existing Conditions – Fire Protection/EMS
Four Whatcom County Fire Districts provide service to the Foothills Subarea:
•

Fire District 1 – Encompasses approximately 4,083 acres, including Deming
and area along South Pass Road.

•

Fire District 14 – Encompasses approximately 34,269 acres, including the
Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA, Welcome and Maple Falls.

•

Fire District 16 – Encompasses approximately 1,199 acres in the vicinity of
Rutsatz Rd.

•

Fire District 19 – Encompasses approximately 6,142 acres, including Glacier
and the surrounding area.

The remainder of the Foothills Subarea, about 87,295 acres or 2/3 of the Subarea, is not
within a Fire District. The Department of Natural Resources is responsible for fighting
fires on state lands within the Subarea. Fire Districts respond and provide mutual aid for
calls that are located within other districts and calls for aid that occur outside the
boundaries of a fire district.
All four fire districts that serve the Foothills Subarea are composed of volunteers, except
that Fire District 1 has a full-time chief and Fire District 14 has a full-time division chief.
Over the past three to five years, Fire District 14 has had difficulty recruiting and
1
retaining volunteers. The Whatcom County Fire Marshal indicated this is consistent with
2
state and national trends relating to recruiting/retaining volunteers. Fire District 14 had
58 volunteer members at its three stations in 2008, which is down from 65 volunteers in
2003.
Existing fire stations located in the Foothills Subarea, along with associated vehicles,
volunteer staffing levels, and average response times are shown below.
Facility

Location

Fire District 14
Kendall Station
Fire District 14
Welcome Station
Fire District 19
Glacier Station

7520 Kendall Rd.
Deming, WA 98244
5640 Mosquito Lake Rd.
Deming, WA 98244
9949 Mount Baker Highway
Glacier, WA 98244
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Vehicles Volunteer
Average
Fire-fighters response3
5
19 11 minutes
15 seconds
5
18 12 minutes
24 seconds
4
14 15 minutes

Fire District 14 also has a station in Sumas, which serves a portion of the Subarea. Fire
Districts 1 and 16 serve portions of the Foothills Subarea, but do not have fire stations
within the Subarea.
Service calls to the three fire stations in the Foothills Subarea for the five year period
4
from 2003-2007 are shown below.
District 14 – Kendall Fire Station

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Fire
65
73
54
35
32

EMS/Rescue
143
269
261
258
276

Other
69
64
95
123
120

Total
277
406
410
416
428

Other
16
14
12
18
21

Total
42
74
66
76
65

Other
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Total
59
51
38
52
56

District 14 – Welcome Fire Station

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Fire
9
16
6
4
3

EMS/Rescue
17
44
48
54
41

District 19 – Glacier Fire Station

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Fire
10
6
4
14
8

EMS/Rescue
49
45
34
38
48

Shifting basic life support services from professional paramedics in the Medic One EMS
system to local fire districts has affected fire districts through out Whatcom County. In a
letter of April 28, 2008, the East County Fire Commissioners stated:
. . . Currently, all fire districts have seen the implementation of Basic Life Support
transport by volunteers. This requires that the aid car and responders from the
east end of the county make a minimum two hour round trip into Bellingham to
transport non-critical patients. While that aid unit is on the road, any additional
EMS events require a response from other stations or districts. A mutual aid
response from another station or district can add at minimum an additional 15 to
20 minutes to the response time. . .
69

Impacts – Fire Protection/EMS
Environmental impact statements are required to address significant impacts and do not
have to analyze other impacts. Therefore, not all impacts to the four fire districts serving
the Foothills Subarea are evaluated in this SEIS. Impacts to Fire Districts 1, 14, 16 and
19 that are addressed in this SEIS are discussed below.
Fire District 1
Aerial Apparatus
None of the fire stations in the Foothills Subarea have ladder trucks. They all have
ground ladders, which are limited in height and can be difficult to set up. Alternative 1
supports an expanded Small Town Commercial (STC) zone in Deming. The STC zone
5
has a 45’ height limit. District 1 does not have a fire station in the Foothills Subarea.
The closest station is at Nugent’s Corner, which has a 35’ ground ladder. Therefore, Fire
District 1, which does not have a ladder truck, could be impacted by commercial building
height in Deming.
Hazardous Materials
Commercial zones allow a variety of land uses that may involve handling and/or using
hazardous materials. Hazardous material training may be needed for Fire District 1
personnel to respond to any potential hazardous material incidents.
Fire District 14
The SEIS focuses primarily on impacts to Fire District 14, which includes Columbia
Valley, Maple Falls, Welcome and surrounding rural and forestry areas. Under
alternative 1, approximately 91.5% of the total population growth in the Foothills
Subarea would occur in Fire District 14. Under alternatives 2 and 3, about 94% of the
6
total population growth in the Foothills Subarea would occur in Fire District 14.
Therefore, impacts to staffing and capital facility planning are addressed for Fire District
14, whereas staffing and capital facility planning are not addressed for the other three
Fire Districts serving the Foothills Subarea. Aerial apparatus (such as a ladder truck) and
hazardous materials could also be issues for Fire District 14.
Staffing
For the purpose of this SEIS, the following ratios were utilized to assess the impacts of
7
population growth on the need for additional firefighters in Fire District 14:
•

A range of 0.38 to 0.77 career firefighters per 1,000 people. Career
firefighters are employed by the Fire District.

•

A range of 3.17 to 6.33 volunteer firefighters per 1,000 people.
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Utilizing these ratios, the three land use alternatives would be expected to generate the
need for additional firefighters in the planning period as shown below.

Alternative 1
Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan
Alternative 2
No Action/Existing
Land Use Designations
Alternative 3
Rural/LAMIRD

Fire District 14
population
growth
3,887

Additional
career
firefighters needed
1-3

Additional
volunteer
firefighters needed
12-25

2,253

1-2

7-14

1,226

0-1

4-8

Capital Facility Planning
For the purpose of this SEIS, National Fire Protection Association’s “NFPA 1720” was
utilized to indicate reasonable response times in Fire District 14, as the County currently
8
does not have adopted level of service standards for this area. NFPA 1720 indicates the
following response times, by type of area served:
Urban:

Response within 9 minutes 90% of the time.

Suburban:

Response within 10 minutes 80% of the time.

Rural:

Response within 14 minutes 80% of the time.

9

In the context of NFPA 1720, urban is defined as greater than 1,000 people per square
mile, suburban is 500 to 1,000 people per square mile, and rural is less than 500 people
per square mile. There are currently more than 1,000 people per square mile in the
existing Columbia Valley UGA. With projected population growth, all three alternatives
anticipate more than 1,000 people per square mile in the Columbia Valley area by the end
of the planning period.
The Kendall Fire Station serves the existing Columbia Valley UGA. The 11 minute 15
second average response time from the Kendall Fire Station includes responses to both
the UGA and surrounding rural areas. Although there is no break-down into urban and
rural response times, the Fire District 14 Division Chief indicated that the majority of
10
calls to the Kendall Fire Station are for service to the Columbia Valley UGA.
Therefore, with projected future growth, it may be difficult for Fire District 14 to meet
the NFPA 1720 urban response time for incidents in the Columbia Valley, given current
facilities and staffing levels. Additionally, as the Kendall Station responds to more calls
associated with population growth, other stations will be called in to provide aid more
often. When the Kendall station responds to a call, a second tone out goes to the closest
71

station, which is Welcome. The increased distance for the Welcome station to respond to
a call in Columbia Valley/Kendall area adds 15 minutes to the response time.
A level of service response time standard should be adopted for Fire District 14. This
could be utilized to assess whether adequate service is being provided to urban and rural
areas. A capital facilities analysis should be conducted to determine facilities and
vehicles that would be needed to meet the level of service. This may include evaluating
whether a new fire station in the Columbia Valley located near the population center
would be appropriate. It may also address whether remodeling the existing Kendall Fire
Station by adding sleeping quarters for volunteer and/or career staff would enhance
response times enough to meet the level of service standards.
Aerial Apparatus
Commercial and industrial growth in the Columbia Valley UGA under alternatives 1 and
2 could lead to the need for a new ladder truck for Fire District 14. Alternative 1
supports General Commercial (GC) zoning in the Planned Town Center portion of the
11
UGA. The GC zone has a 35’ height limit. Alternatives 1 and 2 both consider the
possibility of Light Impact Industrial (LII) zoning north of Limestone Rd. The LII zone
12
does not have a height limit. The Kendall Station currently has a 28’ ground ladder.
This would not be adequate to serve commercial and industrial buildings that are 35’ or
more in height. Welcome Station has a 35’ ground ladder.
Hazardous Materials
Industrial and commercial zones allow a variety of land uses that may involve handling
and/or using hazardous materials. Hazardous material training may be needed for Fire
District 14 personnel to respond to any potential hazardous material incidents.
Fire District 16
The impacts of Subarea Plan adoption to Fire District 16 are not considered significant
and, therefore, are not addressed in the SEIS. Less than 1% of the land in the Foothills
Subarea is within District 16, these lands are planned for Rural, Rural Forestry, and
Commercial Forestry under the comprehensive plan, and these designations are not
proposed to be changed.
Fire District 19
Aerial Apparatus
Alternative 1 supports a new Small-Scale Recreational Tourist zone east of Mt. Baker
Rim in the Glacier area. The height limit in this new zoning district has not yet been
defined. District 19 has a 35’ ground ladder. Therefore, Fire District 19, which does not
have a ladder truck, could be impacted by commercial building height.
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Hazardous Materials
Commercial zoning may allow a variety of land uses that may involve handling and/or
using hazardous materials. Hazardous material training may be needed for Fire District
19 personnel to respond to any potential hazardous material incidents.

Potential Mitigation – Fire Protection/EMS
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
1. Consider establishing rural and urban level of service (LOS) standards for fire
protection and emergency services.
2. Capital Facility and Services Planning – Develop a capital facilities plan and a
staffing plan to show how Fire District 14 can meet the adopted LOS standard.
These plans should evaluate whether a new fire station is needed in the Columbia
Valley, whether an addition is needed for the existing Kendall Fire Station (i.e. for
sleeping quarters), needed vehicles and appropriate levels of career and volunteer
staffing. They should also identify costs, appropriate funding sources and timing
for capital facility improvements. The capital facilities plan should use the same
planning period, land use designations and population projections that will be
adopted by Whatcom County. It should also contain the information required by
RCW 36.70A.070(3).
Alternative 2 – No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
Potential mitigation measures for alternative 2 are the same as alternative 1.
Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
1. Consider establishing rural and suburban level of service (LOS) standards for fire
protection and emergency services.
2. Capital Facility and Services Planning – Develop a capital facilities plan and a
staffing plan to show how Fire District 14 can meet the adopted LOS standard.
These plans should evaluate whether a new fire station is needed in the Columbia
Valley, whether an addition is needed for the existing Kendall Fire Station (i.e. for
sleeping quarters), needed vehicles and appropriate levels of career and volunteer
staffing. They should also identify costs, appropriate funding sources and timing
for capital facility improvements. The capital facilities plan should use the same
planning period, land use designations and population projections that will be
adopted by Whatcom County. It should also contain the information required by
RCW 36.70A.070(3).
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Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
1. Fire District 14 could seek financial resources to fund additional career
firefighters, as needed.
2. Fire District 14 could employ part-time firefighters during the day-time.
3. Fire District 14 could establish a resident program or sleeper program for parttime firefighters, recognizing that this would create the need for fire station
improvements to accommodate the programs.
4. Fire District 14 could continue to recruit and make efforts to retain volunteer
firefighters, as needed. Strategies such as those set forth in the U.S. Fire
Administration’s “Retention and Recruitment for the Volunteer Emergency
Services Challenges and Solutions” (May 2007) could be employed.
5. Fire District 14 could seek local, state and/or federal resources to purchase
additional vehicles, as needed.
6. Fire districts could purchase ladders trucks, if needed to service tall buildings.
Alternatively, Whatcom County could adopt amendments to the Whatcom County
Code to limit building height in commercial and industrial zoning districts.
7. Whatcom County should ensure that the fire protection concurrency requirements
of the Official Whatcom County Zoning Ordinance are enforced when
13
applications for development are submitted.
8. Whatcom County should consider adding industrial development to the list of
activities subject to concurrency requirements.
9. Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan serve to mitigate fire/EMS impacts.
These policies, set for below, would apply to all three alternatives.

T10-A

Ensure that development includes safe vehicular access, including
access for emergency vehicles (p. 63).

PF6-C

Whatcom County shall discourage development in areas that are
inaccessible to ambulances, sheriff's vehicles and fire fighting
equipment until private roads are developed that meet emergency
vehicle access requirements (p. 90).

10. An implementation project in chapter 15 of the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan is to
“consult with Fire Marshal and provide tree modification to address potential
wildfire” in the Glacier and Columbia Valley areas.
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End Notes for Chapter 6
1. Letter from East County Fire Commissioners to David Stalheim dated April 28,
2008.
2. Personal communication with Whatcom County Fire Marshal Warner Webb, May
27, 2008.
3. Average response times are for 2008 (through May). Response times are from
information provided by Fire District 14 Commissioner RobRoy Graham on 5/14/08 and an
e-mail from Fire District 19 Commissioner Jan Eskola dated 6/3/08.
4. Service calls are from information provided by Fire District 14 Commissioner
RobRoy Graham on 5/14/08, a FAX from Fire District 14 Division Chief Denise Christensen
dated 5/29/08, and an e-mail from Fire District 19 Commissioner Jan Eskola dated 6/3/08.
Fire District 19 classified all calls as either fire or aid calls and did not have other categories.
5. Whatcom County Code 20.61.450.
6. It is assumed that approximately 91.5% to 94% of the new population growth in
the Foothills Subarea will be served by Fire District 14, depending upon the alternative. This
percentage was derived as follows. All new population growth in the Columbia Valley and
Maple Falls was allocated to Fire District 14. Population growth in Deming was assigned to
Fire District 1 and growth in Glacier was assigned to Fire District 19. New population
growth in the remaining subarea was allocated to the Fire Districts 1, 14, 16 and 19 based
upon, and proportional to, the vacant lots in these areas as a percentage of total vacant lots in
the remaining subarea. Vacant lots that could not be used for residential development, such
as lots in the Commercial Forestry zone, were not included.
7. Ratios are derived from information contained in Homeland Security - U.S. Fire
Administration, Four Years Later – A Second Needs Assessment of the U.S. Fire Service
(October 2006), pp. iv, 2, 3, and 17. This report indicates that there are 14,400 career
firefighters and 119,100 volunteer firefighters in the 3,764 fire departments across the U.S.
that serve communities that have between 5,000 and 9,999 people. Therefore, there are an
average of 3.83 career and 31.64 volunteer firefighters per fire district serving this size
community. This equates to a range of 0.38 to 0.77 career firefighters/1,000 people served
and a range of 3.17 to 6.33 volunteer firefighters/1,000 people served. These ratios are being
utilized to represent a typical situation for a fire department serving a community of this size.
These ratios have not been adopted as official level of service standards in the Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan.
8. NFPA 1720 is the National Fire Protection Association’s Standard for the
Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical
Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by Volunteer Fire Departments (2004
Edition).
9. NFPA 1720 Table 4.3.2 “Staffing and Response Time.” These response times
have not been adopted as official level of service standards in the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan.

75

10. E-mail from Fire District 14 Division Chief Denise Christensen to Matt Aamot
dated 7/3/08.
11. Whatcom County Code 20.62.400 sets forth the height limit for the GC zone. As
an alternative to the GC zone, a new Town Center zone could be created in the UGA. The
height limit for any such new zoning district would have to be determined at a later date.
12. Whatcom County Code 20.66.400 indicates that there is no height limit in the LII
zone. However, when building height exceeds 35’ the setback is increased by one foot for
each foot of building height in excess of 35.’
13. Existing concurrency requirements are in WCC 20.80.212. This code states that
no subdivision, commercial development or conditional use will be approved unless the fire
district issues a letter that adequate capacity exists or arrangements have been made to
provide adequate services for the development.
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Chapter 7
Law Enforcement
Existing Conditions – Law Enforcement
Law enforcement in the Foothills Subarea is provided by the Whatcom County Sheriff's
Office with Washington State Patrol, Nooksack Tribal Police, and federal government
agencies such as the U.S. Customs and Border Protection providing dedicated and
specialized enforcement with the authority to provide mutual assistance.
The Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office has 107.5 budgeted FTE’s in 2008 to provide a
1
variety of law enforcement services, including patrol operations, throughout the County.
Whatcom County has been split up into four patrol areas, and deputies are assigned to
patrol these areas for their shift, resulting in around the clock law enforcement coverage.
One of these patrol areas, which covers 330 square miles, includes Deming, Columbia
Valley, Kendall, Maple Falls, Glacier, and other areas along the Mount Baker Highway
in the Foothills Subarea. The Sheriff’s Office also has resident deputies to provide law
enforcement services to certain parts of the County. They live in the assigned area, work
varying hours, and are available to be called to duty in the event of an emergency. One
such resident deputy has been assigned to the “East Foothills,” which includes service to
the Columbia Valley/Kendall area. The Sheriff’s Office has a satellite office at the
Kendall Fire Hall. Deputies have work space at the satellite office, where they can access
2
criminal justice data banks, interview witnesses and victims, and make phone calls.
3

A three square mile area that includes most of the Columbia Valley UGA accounts for
about 6% of the incidents that the Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office responded to in
2007. The total calls in this three square mile area for the last five years are shown
below:
2003:
2004:
2005:
2006:
2007:

1,680
1,673
1,767
1,844
1,822.

The Nooksack Tribal Police Department’s website states “Our goals and mission are to
protect our Tribal members.” The Tribal Police Department has a police chief, sergeant,
4
four police officers and a support staff person. At the current time, they provide law
enforcement services to Tribal members on Tribal lands.
The Canadian border forms the northern boundary of the Foothills Subarea. There are no
border crossings along the northern boundary of the Subarea. However, U.S. Customs
and Border Protection addresses issues such as narcotics and illegal immigration along
the U.S./Canadian border in the Foothills Subarea.
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The Foothills Subarea is located within Washington State Patrol District 7. The State
Patrol has an office in Bellingham and patrols the state highways within the Subarea (SR
9, SR 542 and SR 547). The State Patrol has jurisdiction over traffic infractions on state
highways. They also handle accidents that cause major injuries or fatalities on County
roads, if they are available.
Existing law enforcement facilities in the Subarea are shown below.
Facility
Whatcom County
Sheriff’s satellite office
Nooksack Tribal Police
Department

Location
7520 Kendall Rd.
(Kendall Fire Hall)
4979 Mount Baker
Highway

Square Feet
121
Not Available

Impacts – Law Enforcement
Law enforcement services and facilities would be impacted by population growth
allowed under the three land use alternatives. Volume of services calls, response times,
staffing, facilities, and equipment needs would be impacted by future growth allowed
under the Subarea Plan. The SEIS focuses on significant impacts to Whatcom County
Sheriff’s Office staffing and facilities.
Staffing
Staffing and response times are interrelated elements of law enforcement. The Whatcom
County Sheriff’s Office Staffing/Strategic Plan 2007-2008 states, in relation to providing
law enforcement services on a county-wide basis, that “. . . Staffing levels sometimes
directly affect deputy response times to critical incidents requiring a prompt and rapid
response. . .” (p. 11).
The Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office Staffing/Strategic Plan 2007-2008 utilizes a
“national norm” of 12 commissioned officers per 10,000 population (or 1.2 officers per
5
1,000 population). The Staffing/Strategic Plan also indicates that the Sheriff’s Office
needs another 24 deputy sheriffs to meet the ratio on a county-wide basis (p. 18).
Staffing of the County Sheriff’s Office is funded primarily through the County’s budget
and is usually considered on a county-wide basis, rather than on a subarea-by-subarea
basis. However, employing the above ratio gives a sense of the additional deputies that
would be needed as a result of projected population growth in the Foothills Subarea over
the 20-year planning period. Utilizing this ratio, the three land use alternatives would be
expected to generate a need for additional officers as shown below.
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Alternative 1
Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan
Alternative 2
No Action/Existing
Land Use
Designations
Alternative 3
Rural/LAMIRD

Foothills
2006
population

Existing
deputies
needed

Projected
population
growth

Additional
deputies
needed

6,722

8

4,248

5

Population at
end of
planning
period
10,970

6,722

8

2,398

3

9,120

11

6,722

8

1,305

2

8,027

10

Total
deputies
needed
13

Facilities
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan establishes a level of service of 0.26 square
feet of Sheriff’s Office space per capita (Policy 4G-4). The level of service standard for
office space is applied to all unincorporated areas of the County, rather than on a subareaby-subarea basis. This is because the County’s model is to provide a centralized law and
justice campus near Bellingham (with satellite offices in various areas, including the
Foothills Subarea). However, it is still instructive to apply the level of service standard to
projected population growth in the Foothills Subarea to ascertain how this growth will
create a need for additional Sheriff’s Office space, regardless of where it is located.
Utilizing the adopted level of service, the three land use alternatives would be expected to
generate a need for additional Sherriff’s Office space as shown below.
Foothills
2006
population
Alternative 1
Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan
Alternative 2
No Action/Existing
Land Use
Designations
Alternative 3
Rural/LAMIRD

6,722

Projected Additional
Existing
population
square
square
growth
feet
feet
needed
needed
4,248
1,748
1,104

Total
Population at
the end of the
planning period
10,970

Total
square
feet
needed
2,852

6,722

1,748

2,398

623

9,120

2,371

6,722

1,748

1,305

339

8,027

2,087
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Potential Mitigation – Law Enforcement
Alternative 1 –Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan address law enforcement. The following
policy provides mitigation for alternative 1:
LU10-A

In the Columbia Valley UGA, incorporate proper design in
commercial and multi-family developments to reduce the fear and
incidence of crime, such as installing appropriate nighttime
lighting and orienting windows and doors to facilitate casual
viewing of public spaces (p. 30).

Alternative 2 –No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
The potential mitigation measure for alternative 2 is the same as alternative 1.
Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
No specific mitigation measures are needed for alterative 3, other than the measures
set forth below under potential mitigation common to all three alternatives.
Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
1. Local government budgeting for additional law enforcement officers and
assigning some of these officers to patrol the Foothills Subarea, based on
projected need.
2. The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan contains a planned capital facility project to
construct a Sheriff’s satellite office in the Columbia Valley (p. 43). This planned
capital facility could potentially be sited in conjunction with the East Whatcom
Regional Resource Center.
3. Whatcom County’s Six-Year Capital Improvement Program includes a project to
construct a Sheriff’s Office at the Law and Justice Center Campus, which would
be at a central location in the County (not within the Foothills Subarea). This
project would serve the needs of unincorporated Whatcom County, including the
Foothills Subarea.
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4. Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan address law enforcement issues.
Selected policies that provide mitigation are set forth below. These policies would
apply to all three alternatives.

H5-B

Encourage the County Council to establish a no shooting zone in
the Columbia Valley UGA. The no shooting zone would
encompass both sides of Kendall Highway (SR 547), starting at
Dardu Road, and traveling north to Limestone Road. The east-west
boundaries would incorporate the east and west boundary of the
UGA. This would encompass the areas of Paradise Lakes and
Peaceful Valley (p. 38).
Note: For alternative 3, the term “UGA” would be deleted.

H5-C

Encourage the County Council to establish no shooting zones in
the small town commercial zones, not intending to interfere with
existing businesses (p. 38).

U6-A

Collaborate with communications providers to expand cellular
telephone and high speed Internet service in the Foothills (p. 51).

T9-A

Coordinate with WSDOT to design and install roadway
improvements to enhance traveler safety and mobility, such as
pull-outs (p. 62).

EC6-A

Make safety and crime prevention in business districts and
through-out the subarea a priority (p. 77).

PF3-B

Encourage law enforcement presence in small towns through the
neighborhood deputy program and daily patrols (p. 89).

PF6-A

Encourage provision of a satellite sheriff’s office in a centrally
located area within the Foothills subarea (p. 90).

PF6-B

Encourage interagency coordination between the Whatcom County
Sheriff’s Office and Nooksack Tribal Police (p. 90).

PF6-C

Whatcom County shall discourage development in areas that are
inaccessible to ambulances, sheriff's vehicles and fire fighting
equipment until private roads are developed that meet emergency
vehicle access requirements (p. 90).
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End Notes for Chapter 7
1. Whatcom County, Whatcom County 2007-2008 Final Budget (Nov. 2006), p. 235.
2. Whatcom County, Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office Staffing/Strategic Plan 20072008, AKA Memo from Sheriff Bill Elfo dated June 6, 2006, pp. 5, 7-8, and 23.
3. The three square mile area is Township 40N, R5E, sections 15, 22 and 27.
4. Nooksack Tribe website, http://www.nooksack-tribe.org/Police_Department.htm
(accessed 5/5/08).
5. This ratio has not been adopted as an official level of service in the Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan.
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Chapter 8
Water & Sewer Facilities
This chapter of the SEIS addresses existing conditions, impacts and potential mitigation
relating to water and sewer facilities. Impacts relating to water quality/quantity are
addressed in other sections of the SEIS.

Existing Conditions – Water & Sewer Facilities
The Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area (UGA) is served by Whatcom County Water
District No. 13 and Evergreen Water and Sewer District No. 19. At the current time,
Water District 13 provides water and sewer service to the Peaceful Valley subdivision.
District 19 provides water service to Paradise Lakes and Camper’s Paradise. A number
of other systems provide water service outside the UGA including the Deming Water
Association, Maple Falls Water Co-op and Glacier Water District.
Existing water facilities in the Columbia Valley UGA are shown below. 1
Facility

Water line
location

Whatcom County
Water District 13
Evergreen Water and
Sewer District 19

Peaceful Valley
(See Appendix H)
Paradise Lakes and
Camper’s Paradise
(See Appendix H)
Grand Total

Existing
connections
(2006)

Additional
connections
(approved)

347

991

1,338

1,367

56

1,423

1,714

1,047

2,761

Total

With water conservation and system improvements, it is anticipated that Water Districts
13 and 19 would be able to provide approximately 500 more water service connections
(in addition to the connections shown in the chart above) over the planning period.2
Existing sewer facilities in the Columbia Valley UGA are shown below. 3
Facility

Whatcom County
Water District 13

Sewer line
location

Existing
Additional
connections connections
(2007)
(estimated)
379
197

Peaceful Valley
(See Appendix H)
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Total

576

Impacts – Water & Sewer Facilities
Only significant impacts must be discussed in an environmental impact statement. The
three land use alternatives allocate between 75% and 83% of the projected Foothills
Subarea population growth to the Columbia Valley area. Therefore, although there are a
number of water purveyors in the Subarea, the SEIS will focus on water and sewer
service to Columbia Valley area. This chapter does not address water quantity and
quality impacts, as they are addressed in other chapters of the SEIS.
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
Alternative 1, the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), projects there will be
approximately 1,147 additional housing units in the UGA over the planning period.
Additionally, non-residential uses in the Planned Town Center would need the equivalent
of about 286 additional service connections.4 Therefore, a total of approximately 1,433
additional connections would be needed to serve new residential development and the
Planned Town Center. 5 It is unknown how many connections would be needed for the
industrial area north of Limestone Rd., as industrial uses vary in water consumption and
wastewater disposal, depending on the type of industry. This is an uncertainty in the SEIS
that would necessitate further water and sewer service planning.
Water
The planned development in the UGA would create a need for more than the 1,047 water
connections currently approved by the State Department of Health. Impacts of Subarea
Plan adoption include the need for local water and sewer districts to update their water
system plans, and make associated improvements, to serve planned growth including the
Limestone Rd. industrial area. 6 Pipe size, water volume, water pressure, and hydrant
location would also need to be appropriate to provide fire flow to planned urban uses.
Sewer
The planned development in the UGA would create a need for more than the estimated
197 sewer connections currently available. Impacts of Subarea Plan adoption include the
need for local water and sewer districts to update or formulate comprehensive sewer
plans, and make associated improvements, to serve planned urban growth.7 The Planned
Light Impact Industrial area north of Limestone Rd. is outside of the boundaries of Water
District 13, which is the only entity that provides sewer service at the current time. Water
and Sewer District 19 does not provide sewer service at the current time. It is uncertain
how this area would be served with sewer. This uncertainty raises questions about the
appropriateness of including the planned industrial area in the UGA, impacts of serving
unspecified industrial uses with on-site sewage disposal systems, and the limitations on
industrial uses if sewer is not provided.
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Alternative 2 – No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
Alternative 2, the no action alternative, projects there will be approximately 710
additional housing units in the UGA over the planning period. It is unknown how many
additional connections would be needed for the Kendall Small Town Commercial zone
and the industrial area north of Limestone Rd. These are areas of uncertainty in the SEIS
that would necessitate further water and sewer service planning.
Water
The planned development in the UGA may create a need for more than the 1,047 water
connections currently approved by the State Department of Health, depending on the
extent and type of non-residential land uses developed in the UGA. Impacts of the “no
action” alternative may include the need for local water and sewer districts to update their
water system plans, and make associated improvements, to serve planned growth
including the potential Limestone Rd. industrial area. Pipe size, water volume, water
pressure, and hydrant location would also need to be appropriate to provide fire flow to
planned urban uses.
Sewer
The planned development in the UGA would create a need for more than the estimated
197 sewer connections currently available. Impacts of the “no action” alternative include
the need for local water and sewer districts to update or formulate comprehensive sewer
plans, and make associated improvements, to serve planned growth. The area considered
for light impact industrial north of Limestone Rd. is outside of the boundaries of Water
District 13, which is the only entity that provides sewer service at the current time. Water
and Sewer District 19 does not provide sewer service at the current time. It is uncertain
how this area would be served with sewer. This uncertainty raises questions about the
appropriateness of including the potential industrial area in the UGA, impacts of serving
unspecified industrial uses with on-site sewage disposal systems, and the limitations on
industrial uses if sewer is not provided.
Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
Alternative 3, the Rural/LAMIRD alterative, projects there will be approximately 385
additional housing units in the Columbia Valley over the planning period. The Small
Town Commercial zone in Kendall would be reduced in size and removed from the
UGA. Therefore, it would not need urban services (i.e. it could be served by on-site
sewage disposal systems). Additionally, the industrial area north of Limestone Rd. would
be re-designated from UGA to Rural Forestry under this alternative.
Water
The planned land uses in the Columbia Valley area could be serviced adequately by the
1,047 water connections currently approved by the State Department of Health.
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Sewer
Alternative 3 would replace the UGA with rural land use designations, including
LAMIRDs. Sewer service is not required in LAMIRDS and is discouraged in other rural
designations.

Potential Mitigation – Water & Sewer Facilities
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
1. Incorporate the Evergreen Water-Sewer District Comprehensive Water System
Plan (June 2004), and subsequent updates, into the Foothills Subarea Plan by
reference.
2. Incorporate the Water System Plan for Whatcom County Water District No. 13
(February 2005), and subsequent updates, into the Foothills Subarea Plan by
reference.
3. Incorporate the Whatcom County Water District No. 13 comprehensive sewer
plan (when adopted by the Water District), and subsequent updates, into the
Foothills Subarea Plan by reference.
4. Include a policy in the Foothills Subarea Plan encouraging water and sewer
districts to program adequate service for planned urban growth in the Columbia
Valley UGA, including the industrial area north of Limestone Rd., when
formulating/updating water system plans and comprehensive sewer plans.
5. Modify Draft Foothills Subarea Plan Policy CV1-D (p. 121) to specifically
require a comprehensive sewer plan with a program to provide sewer service to
the area north of Limestone Rd. prior to rezoning to Light Impact Industrial.
6. If water system and comprehensive sewer plans with programs to serve the entire
UGA with water and sewer within the 20-year planning period are not adopted by
December 1, 2011, consider removing areas that are not planned for service from
the UGA.8 Alternatively, remove areas from the UGA that are not currently
planned for service and place them in “urban reserve” status that would allow
them to be placed back in the UGA if and when water and sewer planning have
been completed.
7. Retain the zoning provisions that only allow a density of one dwelling/five acres
in the UR-4 zone until public water and sewer are provided.
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8. Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan address water and sewer facilities.
Selected policies that provide mitigation are set forth below.
LU2-C

Encourage low impact development techniques for storm water
best management practices and connection to public sewer to
protect surface and ground water (p. 28).

U1-A

Encourage sewer system reinvestment to expand sanitary sewer
provision in the entire UGA consistent with anticipated increases
in development intensity (p. 49).

U1-B

Facilitate collaboration between the water districts serving the
Columbia Valley to provide water and wastewater treatment at
urban levels of service (p. 49).

U3-B

Ensure water supply and wastewater treatment are adequate and
appropriate for likely light impact industrial or commercial
development (p. 50).

U5-B

Encourage provision of sanitary sewer in the Columbia Valley
UGA to protect the ground water resource (p. 50).

U5-C

Sewer lines should not be located outside of the Columbia Valley
UGA, except in those limited circumstances shown to be necessary
to protect basic public health and safety and the environment. Any
such extension must be financially supportable at rural densities
and must not permit urban development (p. 50).

EC2-G

Economic development recruitment efforts in the Columbia Valley
UGA should consider clean, low-water use industries, professional
services and corporate headquarters which provide moderate to
high wages (p. 75).

EC5-A

Provide adequate public services (i.e. water and sewer) and take
action to assure adequate private utilities (i.e. electricity and
communications) are provided to existing businesses and
development sites (p. 77).

Alternative 2 – No Action / Existing Land Use Designations
Potential mitigation measures for alternative 2 are the same as alternative 1.
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Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
1. Include a policy in the Foothills Subarea Plan that sewer should not serve areas
outside of the LAMIRD boundary.
2. Delete project # 11 in Chapter 15 of the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan to “Study
Wastewater plan for UGA – possibly combining the 2 water districts and
providing sewer to the entire UGA” (p. 144).
3. Delete or modify Draft Foothills Subarea Plan water and sewer policies to
recognize re-designation of the UGA to Rural and LAMIRDs designations.
Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
Policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan that would apply to all three alternatives are
set forth below.
1.

Policy U5-A “Encourage all public water providers to implement
conservation programs” (p. 50).

2.

Policy U4-E “Facilitate emergency planning among utility providers” (p. 50).
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End Notes for Chapter 8
1. Water connection information is from Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007),
pp. 46-47 and the State Department of Health Office of Drinking Water website,
http://www4.doh.wa.gov/SentryInternet/Disclaimer.aspx?Page=/SentryInternet/FindWaterSy
stem.aspx (accessed 7/7/08).
2. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007), pp. 46-47.
3. An e-mail from Rodney Langer of CHS Engineers to Matt Aamot dated
September 3, 2008 states “. . . the existing treatment plant is permitted to treat 125,000
gallons per day, average daily flow for the maximum month. The District's comprehensive
sewer plan, presently under development, includes a per capita sewer flow criteria of 65
gallons per day, which is conservative compared to recent actual flow data. Using the criteria
of 65 gpd per person and 2.79 persons per RCE, the average daily flow per RCE is 217 gpd
(maximum month). This suggests that the existing facility has capacity for approximately
576 RCE's. There were 379 RCE's committed for sewer service as of July 2007 . . . Actual
flows per connection have been somewhat lower, providing a margin of contingency in the
planning process (i.e. there are likely more connections available based on actual flow, which
is the real permit test).”

4. E-mail from Rodney Langer of CHS Engineers to Matt Aamot dated July 9, 2008.
5. For non-residential uses, needed “connections” can be measured in equivalent
residential units (ERU) or residential customer equivalents (RCE) that equate non-residential
water or sewage usage to usage by a specific number of full-time single family residences.
For example, if a water system could serve 100 single family residences, it would also be
able to serve any combination of commercial, industrial, institutional and residential uses
provided that the quantity of water used is equivalent to the projected needs of the 100 single
family homes (100 ERUs).
6. Under WAC 246-290-100(10), water system plans must be updated every six
years. Evergreen Water and Sewer District No. # 19 is required to update its water system
plan by 2010 and Whatcom County Water District No. 13 is required to update its water
system plan by 2011.
7. According to an e-mail from Rodney Langer of CHS Engineers to Matt Aamot
dated July 9, 2008, Water District 13 is in the process of updating their comprehensive sewer
plan and wastewater treatment plant engineering report documents. Preliminary indications
are that the District is considering an upgrade to the wastewater treatment plant and
associated sewer system facilities in order to serve a total of 1,622 residential customer
equivalents (RCEs) in the 20-year planning period. This would constitute an increase of
1,243 from the existing 379 connections.

8. Under the Growth Management Act, Whatcom County’s 7-year
comprehensive plan update is due on December 1, 2011 (RCW 36.70A.130(4)).
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Chapter 9
Parks, Trails and Activity Centers
Existing Conditions – Parks, Trails and Activity Centers
Whatcom County provides parks, trails, activity centers and natural areas/conservation
sites in the Foothills Subarea. Existing facilities and sites are shown below.
Type of Facility
Park

Facility Name

Location

Silver Lake Park

9006 Silver Lake Road
Maple Falls, WA 98266
Truck Rd.
Deming, WA 98244
Within the SE ¼ of section 32,
T39N, R5E, W.M.
Silver Lake Park

Deming Homestead
Eagle Park

Trails

Silver Lake Trail

Activity Centers

Canyon Lake
Community Forest Trail
Ostrom Conservation
Forest Trail
Welcome Senior Center

Natural Areas
and Conservation
Sites

Canyon Lake
Community Forest
Ostrom Conservation
Site
Maple Creek Park

Amount
of Facility
412 acres

Canyon Lake Community Forest
Ostrom Conservation Site
5103 Mosquito Lake Rd.
Deming, WA 98244
Within sections 4 and 5, T38N,
R6E and within sections 29, 32,
and 33, T39N, R6E, W.M.
4304 South Pass Rd.
Everson, WA 98247
Mt. Baker Hwy/Silver Lake Rd.
Within the SE ¼ of section 30,
T40N, R6E, W.M.

Impacts – Parks, Trails and Activity Centers
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan identifies the following level of service (LOS)
standards for recreational facilities:
• Developed parks: 9.6 acres/1,000 population;
• Trails: 0.75 miles/1,000 population; and
1
• Activity centers: six centers/100,000 population.
The Comprehensive Plan does not establish LOS standards for natural areas/conservation
sites. These sites serve regional needs for natural space and trails, but do not address urban
or town park needs. Applying the adopted LOS, the following tables show the need for
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33 acres

3.1 miles
6.5 miles
0.7 of a
mile
1 center
2,266
acres
39 acres
73 acres

parks, trails, and activity centers in the Foothills Subarea at the end of the 20-year
planning period.
Parks
Projected
population
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3

10,970
9,120
8,027

Park acres
needed to meet
LOS
105
88
77

Existing
park acres

New park acres
needed to meet
LOS
445
0
445
0
445
0

Trail miles
needed to meet
LOS
8.23
6.84
6.02

Existing
trail miles

Activity centers
needed to meet
LOS
1
1
1

Existing
activity
centers

Trails
Projected
population
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3

10,970
9,120
8,027

10.3
10.3
10.3

New trail miles
needed to meet
LOS
0
0
0

Activity Centers
Projected
population
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3

10,970
9,120
8,027

1
1
1

New activity
centers needed
to meet LOS
0
0
0

By strictly applying the LOS, it appears that there is not a need for additional parks, trails
and activity centers. There is an adequate supply of every type of facility in the Foothills
Subarea. However, the existing recreational sites are generally large facilities that serve
a regional population.
There are impacts associated with population growth that create a need for additional
facilities that are of an appropriate scale and location to serve the various land use
alternatives. For example, the existing public parks in the subarea are not readily
accessible to the Columbia Valley population center. A local park that is easily
accessible is appropriate to provide recreational facilities in this community. Additional
trails are important on a regional basis and for local residents. Finally, there is a
recognized need for an activity center to serve the Subarea’s existing population and
future growth with recreational, educational, health, and other services. Therefore,
potential mitigation projects are identified below, even though the LOS for recreational
facilities is technically adequate for projected population growth over the 20-year
planning period.
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Potential Mitigation – Parks, Trails and Activity Centers
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
1. Policies – Consider establishing a level of service (LOS) standard for parks in the
Columbia Valley UGA. When setting LOS standards, consider:
• Inclusion of school lands and property owned by homeowners associations as
potential recreational sites;
• Maintenance and operation responsibilities; and
• Funding mechanisms such as recreation service area special taxing districts.
2. Capital Facility Planning
Park Facility

Additional
Acres

Within
six-year
period
X

Within
20-year
period

Silver Lake Park facilities
renovation/expansion
Kendall Town Park

0
2

X

Maple Falls Town Park

10

X

Columbia Valley UGA Park

25

X

Trails

Bay to Baker Trail (Kendall
to Limestone Rd.)
Bay to Baker Trail (Maple
Falls/Glacier)
Bay to Baker Trail (Glacier to
dense development to the
east)
Bay to Baker Trail
(Kendall/Maple Falls)
Trail (Deming/Kendall)
Deming Homestead Eagle
Park trail improvements
Activity Centers

East Whatcom Regional
Resource Center

Additional
Miles

Within
six-year
period

3
7.8

Within
20-year
period
X

X

1.5

X

3

X

10

X

0.75

X

Additional
Centers
1

Within
six-year
period
X
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Within
20-year
period

Potential Funding Sources

Real estate excise tax
(REET) and grant funds
Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Potential Funding Sources

Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, donations,
and WSDOT funds
Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, and
donations
REET funds
Potential Funding Sources

Grants and bond

Alternative 2 – No Action/Existing Land Use Designations
1. Policies – Consider establishing a level of service (LOS) standard for parks in the
Columbia Valley UGA. When setting LOS standards, consider:
•
•
•

Inclusion of school lands and property owned by homeowners associations as
potential recreational sites;
Maintenance and operation responsibilities; and
Funding mechanisms such as recreation service area special taxing districts.

2. Capital Facility Planning
Park Facility

Silver Lake Park facilities
renovation/expansion
Maple Falls Town Park

Columbia Valley UGA Park

Trails

Bay to Baker Trail (Kendall to
Limestone Rd.)
Bay to Baker Trail (Maple
Falls/Glacier)
Bay to Baker Trail (Glacier to
dense development to the east)
Bay to Baker Trail
(Kendall/Maple Falls)
Trail (Deming/Kendall)
Deming Homestead Eagle Park
trail improvements
Activity Centers

East Whatcom Regional
Resource Center

Additional Within
Acres
six-year
planning
period
0
X

Within
20-year
planning
period

REET and grant funds

10

X

20

X

Additional Within
Miles
six-year
planning
period
3
7.8

Within
20-year
planning
period
X

X

1.5

X

3

X

10

X

0.75

X

Additional Within
Centers
six-year
planning
period
1
X
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Potential Funding
Sources

Within
20-year
planning
period

Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Potential Funding
Sources

Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, donations,
and WSDOT funds
Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, and
donations
REET funds

Potential Funding
Sources

Grants and bond

Alternative 3 – Rural/LAMIRD
1.

Capital Facility Planning

Park Facility

Silver Lake Park facilities
renovation/expansion
Maple Falls Town Park

Columbia Valley Park

Trails

Bay to Baker Trail (Kendall to
Limestone Rd.)
Bay to Baker Trail (Maple
Falls/Glacier)
Bay to Baker Trail (Glacier to
dense development to the east)
Bay to Baker Trail
(Kendall/Maple Falls)
Trail (Deming/Kendall)
Deming Homestead Eagle Park
trail improvements
Activity Centers

East Whatcom Regional
Resource Center

Additional Within
Acres
six-year
planning
period
0
X

Within
20-year
planning
period

REET and grant funds

10

X

17.5

X

Additional Within
Miles
six-year
planning
period
3
7.8

Within
20-year
planning
period
X

X

1.5

X

3

X

10

X

0.75

X

Additional Within
Centers
six-year
planning
period
1
X

Potential Funding
Sources

Within
20-year
planning
period

Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Grant, General Fund,
Recreation Service Area
special taxing district
Potential Funding
Sources

Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, donations,
and WSDOT funds
Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, and
donations
Grant, REET, and
donations
REET funds

Potential Funding
Sources

Grants and bond

Summary of Differences
The differences between the potential mitigation for the three alternatives are:
•
•
•

There is not a policy to establish an LOS standard for parks in alternative 3, as the
Columbia Valley would no longer be designated for urban growth;
There is no Kendall park in alternatives 2 and 3; and
The Columbia Valley park is smaller in alternatives 2 and 3.
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Subarea growth in alternatives 2 and 3 would be less than alternative 1. Additionally, the
Columbia Valley would not be designated as a UGA under alternative 3. Therefore,
alternatives 2 and 3 would provide less local park land than alternative 1. Specifically,
under all three alternatives, the Columbia Valley park size is based on an assumed LOS
of 3.5 acres for every 1,000 people in the Columbia Valley area. 2 The town parks are not
based on application of a numerical LOS, but on functional needs such as providing
space for a farmer’s market and ball fields in Maple Falls. 3 Overall, the mitigation
proposals would plan for new park land as follows:
•
•
•

Alternative 1: 37 acres (3.37 additional acres/1,000 total Foothills residents)
Alternative 2: 30 acres (3.29 additional acres/1,000 total Foothills residents)
Alternative 3: 27.5 acres (3.43 additional acres/1,000 total Foothills residents)

The trails and the activity center are regional facilities that would remain the same under
all three alternatives.
Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
There are a number of policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan that address
recreational facilities. Selected policies that provide mitigation are set forth below. These
policies would apply to all three alternatives.
.
LU7-B
Invest in identified parks improvements (p. 30).
LU7-D

Ensure that land use patterns and park and recreation planning mutually
support each other, are consistent with the adequate provision of
recreational opportunities for residents, encourage tourism, and conserve
and enhance existing public investments and resources, while ensuring the
protection of wildlife habitat (p. 30).

LU10-B

Impose impact fees for roads, parks, and schools on new development
within the Foothills Subarea commensurate with Whatcom County
ordinances (p. 30).

CF5-A

Invest in the acquisition and maintenance of parks and trails in the subarea
(p. 44).

R4-B

Promote a park and recreation system that is integrated with existing and
planned land use patterns and is diverse, abundant and assures maximum
public access and usage (p. 84).

R4-E

Promote and encourage the provision of public parks as demand increases
in the Foothills Subarea where warranted by existing or potential
population levels (p. 84).
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R4-G

Identify the need for and approximate location of new park and recreation
sites and connecting recreational trails/paths in the Foothills Subarea (p.
84).
End Notes for Chapter 9
1. Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan, p. 4-6 (see Policy 4G-2).

2. For Columbia Valley, the ratio of 3.5 acres/1,000 people is being utilized in this
SEIS for planning purposes, but has not been adopted as official level of service standard in
the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan. This LOS is a little higher than the LOS of 2.5
acres/1,000 for community parks utilized in the Birch Bay Community Plan (Sept. 2004, p.
12-11). However, the Birch Bay Community Plan has other categories of parks, such as an
additional 2.5 acres/1,000 people for neighborhood parks (p. 12-11).
3. Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (October 2007), p. 141.
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Chapter 10
Water Quantity
Whatcom County contracted with Aspect Consulting to conduct a study entitled Water
Quantity and Quality Report Foothills Subarea (July 18, 2008) to describe existing
conditions, evaluate impacts associated with the three alternatives, and develop potential
mitigation measures. Whatcom County also contracted with Aspect Consulting to review
comments on the Foothills Subarea Plan Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS) and incorporate important findings to the Foothills Subarea Plan Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS).

Existing Conditions - Water Quantity
Surface Water
The Kendall Creek watershed is an approximately 32.5-square mile basin bounded by
Vedder Mountain to the north and the flanks of Sumas Mountain and Red Mountain to
the west and east, respectively. Approximately 26.5-square miles of the watershed are
located in the Foothills Subarea, with the remaining area in Canada. The Columbia
Valley is the broad, flat alluvial valley at the base of these mountains. Elevation ranges
from approximately 400 feet at the mouth of Kendall Creek to 2,700 feet on the flanks of
Sumas Mountain. Precipitation generally ranges from 60 to 70 inches per year throughout
the watershed, although at higher elevations precipitation averages up to 90 inches per
year.
The Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA is located within the Kendall Creek watershed. The
remaining area outside the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA is primarily zoned forestry or
rural.
Kendall Creek originates from springs and spring fed lakes (Kendall and Sprague Lakes)
and wetlands near the southern end of the Columbia Valley. A majority of the wide
valley bottom in the Kendall Creek watershed upgradient from Kendall Lake is flat, with
no defined channel.
A significant portion of runoff that originates in the Columbia Valley percolates into the
subsurface as groundwater recharge. The surficial soils in the Columbia Valley consist of
coarse glacial outwash gravels that readily infiltrate runoff. For example, the small creeks
draining Sumas Mountain in the northern part of the watershed are known to infiltrate
and disappear when they reach the valley floor.
The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) operate the Kendall
Creek Hatchery near the mouth of Kendall Creek, downstream of the USGS gage.
According the WDFW personnel, Kendall Creek normally runs dry at the hatchery from
the first part of June until flows return again in October. They report that Kendall Creek
has flow later than mid-June in about 4 in 20 years, or 20 percent of the time.
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The hatchery uses both surface water from Kendall Creek and groundwater from five
wells for their operations. All hatchery use is non-consumptive and hatchery water is
returned to the stream approximately 250 feet downstream from the point of diversion.
The hatchery discharge creates continuous flow in the lower reach of Kendall Creek,
even in summer.
The hatchery raises two endangered species of salmon – the North Fork Spring Chinook
and South Fork Spring Chinook. The South Fork fish are transferred to the hatchery for
enhancement purposes.
Stormwater and surface runoff is currently managed informally throughout the Foothills
Subarea, with drainage generally percolating into the soil or discharging to streams and
rivers untreated. This is typical of rural development in the Puget Sound lowlands.
Stormwater runoff for each of the alternatives was estimated using the Western Washington
Hydrology Model (WWHM). WWHM is a computerized hydrologic model that simulates
hourly runoff, evapotranspiration and groundwater recharge based on a 50-year precipitation
record. A key component of the WWHM analysis is defining the soil types, slopes, vegetated
covers, and land uses within a basin.

The study area for the WWHM simulations was defined as 1,529 acres that includes the
Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA. This area includes the 1,489 acre existing UGA
(Alternative 2) plus 40 additional acres that are included in the UGA under Alternative 1,
east of the Paradise Lakes Subdivision.
The results of the WWHM simulations for existing conditions in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA are presented below.

Water Volume
Inches per Acre-Feet
Cubic Feet
Year
per Year
per Second

Water Balance
Component
Precipitation

62.3

7,933

10.9

4.7

596

0.8

18.9

2,412

3.3

38.7

4,925

6.8

Runoff
Existing Conditions

Evapotranspiration
Groundwater Recharge
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Ground Water
The WRIA 1 Assessment refers to the valley-fill aquifers in eastern Whatcom County as
the Upper Valley Aquifer. The Upper Valley Aquifer is associated with the valleys of the
South, Middle, and North Forks of the Nooksack River. These aquifers occupy the valley
bottoms and are comprised of interstratified sediments ranging from clay to gravel in
size.1
The Columbia Valley Aquifer is further differentiated in this study. In the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA, outwash, till, glaciomarine drift, peat and alluvial fan sediments
comprise sequences of unconsolidated deposits, generally less than 150 feet deep,
overlying bedrock. Coarse-grained sands and gravels at the surface serve as parent
material for highly permeable top soil. Infiltration rates are high.
The Columbia Valley aquifer is comprised of outwash deposits that form an unconfined
aquifer bounded by bedrock to the east and west. The groundwater surface of the
Columbia Valley aquifer mimics topography and water levels are generally less than 30
feet below the ground surface. Groundwater flow direction is to the south, with
groundwater gradients (slope of the water table) ranging from 7 feet to 11 feet per mile
and the average linear velocity of 4.4 feet per day. Less permeable landslide deposits that
extend beneath the surface impede southerly groundwater flow in the area near Sprague
and Kendall Lakes. Lakes and streams are fed almost exclusively by groundwater.
Average annual recharge within the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA is estimated to be
38.7 inches and is greater than the entire subarea recharge of 33 inches due to the flatter
topography and higher infiltration rates associated with the more localized area. The
Columbia Valley Aquifer merges with the Upper Valley Aquifer near above the
intersection of Kendall Creek and the Nooksack River. Groundwater in the Columbia
Valley aquifer discharges to Kendall and Sprague lakes, Kendall Creek and likely the
Nooksack River and the Upper Valley Alluvial aquifer.
Evergreen Water-Sewer District #19 (EWSD#19) and Whatcom County Water District
#13 (WCWD #13) provide nearly all domestic water within the UGA. These water
systems obtain their supply from 5 wells and provide 1,714 existing connections.
Total annual water use in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA was estimated to be 390
acre-feet. Return flow and consumptive use were estimated to be 189 acre-feet and 201
acre-feet, respectively. The total consumptive water use represents approximately 4
percent of recharge within the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA or approximately 0.5
percent of recharge in the Kendall Creek watershed above Kendall.
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Impacts - Water Quantity
The focus of the water quantity chapter of the SEIS is the Columbia Valley area because
under the alternatives it represents the area of most intense potential development.
Surface Water
Changes in land use have the potential to impact the quantity of surface water as
streamflow and stormwater. Reduction in streamflow could result from development by
increased surface water use and groundwater pumping from wells in hydraulic continuity
with surface waters. Development of the natural landscape replaces native vegetation and
soils with impervious areas as well as changes the pervious portions of the landscape.
The criteria used for identifying significant impacts to streamflow are minimum instream
flows (MIFs) established for the Foothill Subarea streams in WAC 173-501. MIFs are
developed to define streamflows that are protective of aquatic habitat, particularly
threatened or endangered fish. Any single or cumulative impact from the three land use
Alternatives is considered significant if it may reduce streamflow below the MIF.
The streams in the Foothills Subarea that are most important in terms of analyzing
impacts are those with MIFs established and located near areas of proposed development.
Flows in Kendall Creek have the most potential to be impacted by development under the
alternatives because flows are already generally low, and the areas planned for higher
development density are within the Kendall Creek watershed.
Under WAC 173-501, Kendall Creek is closed year around to further consumptive
appropriation.
Two existing water purveyors within the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA have capacity
for expansion. WCWD #13 and EWSD#19 are approved for an additional 1,047
connections. Both purveyors use groundwater sources within the Columbia Valley, so
any increase in groundwater withdrawal could lead to a reduction in streamflow in
Kendall Creek, or reduced water levels in other hydraulically connected water bodies
including Sprague and Kendall Lakes or associated wetlands.
The existing consumptive water use in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA is 201 acrefeet per year. Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, the consumptive demand would increase to
404, 322, and 258 acre-feet per year, respectively. In the regional context, the additional
consumptive demand from the Alternatives is small (less than 1%) relative to the average
volume of groundwater, and the average annual groundwater throughflow for the aquifer.
However, the withdrawals could create significant impacts on particularly sensitive areas
of the aquifer.
Predicting the impact of increased groundwater withdrawals on sensitive areas of the
aquifer such as streamflow in Kendall Creek or water levels in Sprague and Kendall
Lakes is best addressed through the use of a quantitative groundwater model. A
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groundwater model would evaluate the timing and magnitude of surface
water/groundwater interactions in the Columbia Valley and determine if additional
groundwater withdrawals under each Alternative would cause MIF violations in Kendall
Creek. For example, if groundwater discharge to Kendall Creek was reduced in May
through November, it could extend the period during which Kendall Creek runs dry
and/or reduce flows below the MIF during these periods. Without such detailed study, the
potential impact of additional groundwater withdrawals is assumed to be significant since
Kendall Creek is known to be frequently below the MIF during the summer and fall, and
any groundwater withdrawals during this time have the potential to either create or
exacerbate a MIF violation. Any significant impact to minimum streamflow in Kendall
creek is also assumed to have a significant impact on wild fish in Kendall Creek. Impacts
to minimum streamflow in Kendall Creek may also impact operations at the Kendall
Creek hatchery by forcing the hatchery to rely on groundwater withdrawals for their
operations more often.
Stormwater has the potential to impact surface water bodies by increasing flash peak
flows, increasing the total quantity and reduced water quality of surface water runoff, and
decreasing low flows by reducing groundwater recharge. The criteria used for identifying
significant environmental impacts from stormwater are the flow control requirements in
the Washington Sate Department of Ecology (Ecology) Stormwater Management Manual
and Whatcom County’s Development Standards. Specifically, stormwater discharges are
required not to exceed the pre-developed flow durations for the range of pre-developed
discharge rates from 50 percent of the 2-year peak flow up to the full 50-year peak flow.
In other words, stormwater discharges would cause a significant impact if they cause
higher peak flows or a “flashier” response to storms.
Without mitigation, stormwater volumes are expected to increase above this criterion
under all three land use Alternatives. However, implementation of the stormwater Best
Management Practices (BMPs) outlined in Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual
and Whatcom County’s Development Standards such as infiltration of runoff should
effectively mitigate these impacts in the entire Foothills Subarea, including the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA.
As with the evaluation of existing stormwater quantities, a hydrologic model (WWHM)
was used to simulate the annual water balance in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA for
each Alternative. As a possible mitigation measure, Alternatives 1 and 2 were also
evaluated assuming relatively aggressive implementation of Low Impact Development
(LID) strategies.
Development typically causes a decrease in evapotranspiration (through the removal of
vegetation) and groundwater recharge (by covering pervious areas with impervious
surfaces) and by decreasing infiltration capacity of disturbed pervious areas. These
actions result in a corresponding increase in stormwater runoff. WWHM was used to
predict the magnitude of these changes in surface runoff, evapotranspiration and
groundwater recharge under the different Alternatives. Annual averages for each of these
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water balance components are summarized below for the Columbia Valley/Kendall
UGA.
Water Balance Components in Inches Per Year
Scenario

Runoff

Evapotranspiration

Groundwater Recharge

Existing Condition

4.7

18.9

38.7

Alternative 1

13.0

15.3

34.0

Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Alternative 1 LID
Alternative 2 LID

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Alternative 1 LID
Alternative 2 LID

9.0
16.2
37.1
5.6
17.2
39.4
5.9
17.2
39.1
5.7
17.4
39.1
Change Over Existing Condition in Acre-Feet Per Year
Runoff Evapotranspiration
Groundwater Recharge
1,064
-467
-597
548
-354
-193
123
-224
100
161
-220
59
129
-190
62

Groundwater
Groundwater quantity has the potential to be impacted in two primary ways: decreased
recharge of aquifers if stormwater runoff is not infiltrated, and increased use of
groundwater could deplete groundwater resources.
The criterion used for identifying significant impact to groundwater quantity is the
cumulative impact of reduced groundwater recharge and increased consumptive
groundwater use results in a net decrease in the existing annual groundwater volume.
Development and subsequent increase in runoff, if not infiltrated, could reduce recharge
in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA by greater than 1,000 acre-feet per year under
Alternative 1 and over 500 acre feet under Alternative 2. This loss of recharge represents
a 10 to 20 percent reduction in recharge that occurs in the existing condition in the
Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA. These impacts under Alternatives 1 and 2 are considered
significant. Under Alternative 3, an increase in recharge is expected to occur because a
large number of acres of existing forest could be converted into R5 or R10 development
which would decrease evapotranspiration without increasing runoff, resulting in a net
gain in annual recharge.
There are currently 1,047 additional approved connections between EWSD#19 and
WCWD #13. The number of currently approved connections for these water systems will
not accommodate anticipated growth under Alternative 1 (expected to be 1,147 new
dwellings). The state Department of Health (DOH) sets the number of approved
connections based on criteria that include system capacity and water rights. The number
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of approved connections might be increased in the future, if it can be demonstrated to
DOH that conservation and system improvements lead to a reduced Average Daily
Demand (ADD). Up to 500 connections are anticipated to be approved through water
conservation and system improvements, meaning sufficient connections are likely
available to accommodate future demand under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
Groundwater use associated with Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 was estimated using the same
methods as the existing condition. However, the ADD used to estimate water use under
the future development scenarios was revised to reflect a lower estimate based on
anticipated infrastructure improvements that will result in system-wide water
conservation in WCWD #13. The improvements are anticipated to reduce the ADD for
the WCWD #13 from 360 gallons per day (gpd) to 321 gpd. The future ADD for
EWSD#19 was estimated to be 200 gpd. A weighted average was calculated for the
additional dwellings under each alternative assuming 56 of the new connections came
from EWSD#19 and the remaining connections were served by WCWD #13. Weighted
averages were calculated for return flow in a similar manner, assuming household use
remains the same in the future as in the existing condition. The balance was considered
consumptive use in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA for each of the Alternatives.
The results of the analysis indicate that consumptive water use could increase up to 202
acre-feet per year under Alternative 1 and 121 acre-feet per year under Alternative 2.
These increases represent 5 and 3 percent of recharge for those Alternatives, respectively.
The impact from consumptive water use under Alternatives 1 and 2 are considered
significant. Under Alternative 3, the additional consumptive use is 57 acre-feet per year.
However, groundwater recharge increases 209 acre-feet per year over the existing
condition for a net gain of 152 acre-feet per year, thus there is no significant impact to
groundwater quantity under Alternative 3.
Impacts to groundwater quantity in the Columbia Valley are unlikely to impact the
operation of the Kendall Creek Hatchery wells. The hatchery wells are located in the
Upper Valley Alluvial aquifer and are likely in hydraulic continuity with the Nooksack
River. Impacts to groundwater quantities in the Columbia Valley aquifer will be
insignificant in relation to groundwater volumes in the Upper Valley Alluvial aquifer.
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Existing and Future Water Use in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA
Water Volume in Acre Feet per Year
Number of
Additional
NonNumber
Consumptive
of PWS
Total
Residential
Total
Total
Total
Demand over
Number of
PWS
Connecti
Water
Return Consumptive
Existing
ons
Dwellings Connections
condition
Use
Flow
Water Use
Existing
Condition
1,381
333
1,714
390
189
201
n/a
Alternative 1
2,528
333
2,861
774
370
404
202
Alternative 2
2,091
333
2,424
623
301
322
121
Alternative 3
1,766
333
2,099
506
248
258
57
The unmitigated cumulative impact of decreased recharge and increased consumptive
water use could result in a net loss of 799 and 314 acre-feet of water per year to the
aquifer under Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively. These cumulative impacts are
considered significant.

Potential Mitigation – Water Quantity
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
1. Mitigation for increased stormwater runoff can be achieved by complying with
the flow control standards in the Ecology Stormwater Manual and Whatcom
County Development Standards. This requires implementing best management
practices (BMPs) for flow control. Flow control BMPs are designed to control
the rate, frequency, and flow duration of stormwater runoff. Flow control BMPs
includes detention ponds, infiltration or retention ponds, or low impact
development (LID) practices.
2. Implementing LID strategies can be very effective in reducing the overall
impact of new development. Not only does LID reduce the volume of
stormwater runoff that needs to be managed, it also maintains a more natural
groundwater recharge pattern in areas with permeable soils, like the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA. By infiltrating near the source of runoff generation, LID
also reduces the potential for runoff to become polluted.
LID strategies that should be implemented for all development are:
Infiltrate 100% of all stormwater runoff in the Columbia Valley/Kendall
UGA
Distribute infiltration facilities to mimic the natural recharge conditions
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Other possible LID strategies for residential development are:
Dispersion and infiltration of roof runoff,
Hybrid or open space road layout which combine the traffic advantages of
typical grid road layouts with the reduced impervious area and site
disturbance characteristics of a typical curvilinear (cul-de-sac) road layout,
Alternative turnaround designs such as smaller radius cul-de-sacs, cul-desacs with bioretention in the center, or hammerhead turnarounds,
Retain native vegetation as open space,
Reduce development footprint,
Permeable paving for driveways,
Bioretention (rain garden) areas in development layout, and
Reverse slope sidewalks.
Other possible LID strategies for commercial and industrial development are:
Retain native vegetation as open space,
Use permeable paving for parking lots, and
Rainwater harvesting for landscape irrigation water.
Selecting infiltration and/or LID BMPs to meet the runoff control requirement
could effectively mitigate the reduction in recharge, particularly in Critical
Aquifer Recharge Areas. Infiltrating 100 percent of runoff would increase
groundwater recharge relative to existing conditions, particularly in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall Area. This has the additional advantage of offsetting increased
water use and helping maintain flows in Kendall Creek during the dry season.
Special consideration would have to be made for infiltration in potential high
groundwater hazard areas such that infiltration would not cause any adverse
impacts such as flooding crawlspaces and basements of homes.
3. Mitigation for decreased groundwater recharge and increased groundwater use in
the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA can be achieved using infiltration for the
BMP for flow control. If 100 percent of stormwater generated under Alternative 1
is infiltrated, the net increase in groundwater recharge (467 acre-feet per year),
would exceed the impact to groundwater quantity from increased water use (202
acre feet per year). This mitigation option would be most effective if LID
practices are used or multiple infiltration ponds were constructed to accommodate
runoff throughout the area rather than infiltrating in a single pond.
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4. Although infiltration would mitigate the cumulative impacts of development to
groundwater quantity on an annual basis, the timing of groundwater discharges to
Kendall Creek is important. Stormwater would recharge groundwater in winter, but
may do little to offset water use in summer, the period of peak demand. If
groundwater discharge to Kendall Creek is reduced in May through November, it
could extend the period during which Kendall Creek runs dry and/or reduce flows
below the MIF. A quantitative groundwater model could be used to identify if and
when significant impacts to water quantity in Kendall Creek would occur. The
groundwater model could also be used to determine if it is feasible to mitigate for any
potential impact through strategically placed and designed infiltration ponds. Using
the groundwater model to determine the spatial relationship and timing of recharge
from these facilities could be effective for identifying mitigation to maintain natural
flow in Kendall Creek.
Enact a policy to identify low flow impacts to Kendall Creek though a quantitative
groundwater model as a component of the SEPA compliance for all developments
that are not categorically exempt under Chapter 16.08 of the Whatcom County Code
and use more than 5000 gpd. The minimum instream flows specified in WAC 173501 should be considered in this analysis.
Alternative 2 – No Action / Maintain Existing Land Use Designations
The potential mitigation measures for Alternative 2 are the same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
No specific mitigation measures are needed for alterative 3, other than the measures set
forth below under potential mitigation common to all three alternatives.
Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
1. Comply with the standards set forth in Ecology’s Stormwater Manual and Whatcom
County Development Standards.
7. Require 100 percent infiltration and enhanced treatment of stormwater runoff
from new development within Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas.
8. Implement policies in the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan. Selected policies that
provide mitigation, along with potential modifications that would strengthen these
policies, are set forth below:
EN1-A

Conserve wildlife habitat, salmon habitat, wetlands, river and
stream corridors, agricultural land and unique natural features.
Work with public and private agencies (Whatcom Land Trust,
Audubon Society and Nature Conservancy) to achieve this policy.
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EN1-B

Strongly encourage low impact development standards in the
development of all new long and short plats.
Potential modification: This policy should be expanded to include
new commercial and industrial development.

EN1-E

Work with property owners, citizen groups, the State of
Washington, and other agencies in protecting fish and wildlife
habitat, (including but not limited to Chinook, bull trout, steelhead,
and bald eagle habitat), fishery resources and surface and
groundwater quantity and quality of the Foothills Subarea.

EN1-F

Encourage property owners to obtain conservation easements,
conservation grants, and transfer of development rights to enhance
the conservation of wildlife habitat, salmon habitat, wetlands, river
corridors, agricultural land, historical sites, scenic views, unique
natural features and other environmental resources.
Potential modification: Consider including wellhead protection
areas within 1 -year time of travel in list of areas to be conserved.

EN1-G

Promote groundwater of a quantity and quality suitable for
domestic consumption by requiring densities consistent with
Whatcom County Code 24.05 and low intensity uses in locations
with soils of poor quality for on-site sewage systems.

EN1-H

Recognize and protect natural wetlands such as swamps, bogs,
marshes and ponds as natural catchment basins for stormwater
runoff and aquifer recharge.

EN1-I

Whatcom County shall assist and encourage the monitoring of
water quantity and quality in the Nooksack River system and its
tributaries, and in other Subarea drainage systems.
Potential modification: Policy should be expanded to include
groundwater monitoring for water levels and nitrate.

EN1-J

Whatcom County shall address any decrease in water quality by
additional controls on emissions, discharges or run-off of any
pollutants by any user and by controls on development density.
Activities that impact water quantity and quality will be consistent
with state water law and the critical aquifer recharge area
provisions of the Whatcom County Critical Areas Ordinance.
Potential modification: Policy should also reference WCC 24.05
for control of drainfield discharges.
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9. Add a new policy to the Foothills Subarea Plan environment chapter as follows:
Protect aquifer recharge and stream baseflows by encouraging infiltration of
stormwater where soil characteristics allow, except within the 1-year time of
travel for wellhead protection areas.

End Notes for Chapter 10

1
Utah State University, 2001a, Groundwater Quantity Report for WRIA 1, Phase II,
November 30.
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Chapter 11
Water Quality
Whatcom County contracted with Aspect Consulting to conduct a study entitled Water
Quantity and Quality Report Foothills Subarea (July 18, 2008) to describe existing
conditions, evaluate impacts associated with the three alternatives, and develop potential
mitigation measures. Whatcom County also contracted with Aspect Consulting to review
comments on the Foothills Subarea Plan Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS) and incorporate important findings to the Foothills Subarea Plan Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS).

Existing Conditions - Water Quality
Surface Water
State surface water quality standards are defined, in part, by designating uses of a water
body designed to protect aquatic life uses, recreation uses, water supply uses and
miscellaneous uses. The principal surface water quality concern in the Foothills Subarea
is temperature, particularly in the tributaries to the North Fork and in the Middle Fork
subbasin. Water temperature criteria are defined by the aquatic life use of the water body,
particularly char, salmonid and trout spawning, rearing and/or habitat. Water
temperatures in the glacially-derived North Fork generally meet temperature standards;
but temperature can be elevated in summer in many tributaries to the North Fork.
Elevated temperatures have also been observed in the Middle Fork and its tributaries.
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identified water quality impaired reaches in
the Foothills Subarea (shown below in what is known as the 2002/2004 303(d) list). In
the absence of specific studies, it is not possible to determine the exact cause of elevated
temperatures; however, the WRIA 1 Surface Water Quality Phase II Summary Report
identified timber harvesting and other land use practices as possible causes. These
practices reduce vegetative cover and riparian shading and increase runoff which, in turn,
increase the water surface area exposed to solar radiation and reduce stream depths.
Forestry is a significant land use in the Foothills Subarea as 87 percent of land area is
zoned for forestry.

109

Water Quality Impaired Streams in the Foothills Subarea
Water body
Description
Reason for Listing
Bells Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature
Canyon Creek
Middle Fork Tributary
Temperature
Canyon Lake Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature
Cornell Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature
Gallop Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature
Kendall Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature
Kenney Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature
Middle Fork Nooksack
Temperature
Porter Creek
Middle Fork Tributary
Temperature
Racehorse Creek
North Fork Tributary
Temperature and Fine Sediment
Since the 2002/2004 303(d) list was prepared, Washington State has revised its surface
water quality standards. Prior to the adoption of the current water quality standards,
streams in the Foothills Subarea were designated as either Class A (Excellent) or Class
AA (Extraordinary). The temperature criteria under the previous standard were higher
than the current standard.
Since 2004, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has also collected
surface water temperature data in Maple Creek (subsequent to the formulation of the
303(d) list). During each year Ecology has collected data, water temperatures in Maple
Creek have failed to meet the current standard for extended periods of time. However,
water temperatures would have met the previous standard.
The available data suggest surface water quality is good from a chemical and
microbiological perspective, although limited data are available for nutrients, suspended
solids and turbidity. One source of concern is nitrate loading from individual on-site
septic systems located near streams like Kendall Creek in the Columbia Valley/Kendall
UGA and Glacier Creek in the Mt. Baker Rim recreational subdivision near Glacier;
however, nitrates in these streams have not been studied to date.
Dissolved oxygen concentrations below the state standard of 9.5 milligrams per liter
(mg/L) have been observed in many of the stream segments that are impacted by elevated
water temperatures. Dissolved oxygen standards are defined by the aquatic life use of the
surface water. Dissolved oxygen is used for respiration by fish and other aquatic life, and
higher concentrations are generally better. Low dissolved oxygen concentrations are
typically caused by organic wastes that consume oxygen during degradation, or higher
water temperatures that limit the solubility of oxygen. For streams in the Foothills
Subarea, the correlation between high temperatures and dissolved oxygen concentrations
below the state standard does not necessarily imply that dissolved oxygen concentrations
are controlled solely by water temperature, but it does suggest that interrelated factors
may be influencing both parameters.
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Stormwater and surface runoff are currently managed informally throughout the Foothills
Subarea, with drainage percolating into the soil or discharging to streams and rivers
untreated. Stormwater quality plays an important role in the overall quality of surface
waters in a region. Runoff from developed areas has the potential to become
contaminated with sediment, metals, fertilizers and pesticides, oil and grease, and other
chemicals. When stormwater infiltrates, either deliberately through engineered infiltration
facilities, or unintentionally through exposed soils or unlined ditches, it can be a source of
contaminants to groundwater.
Ground Water
Shallow groundwater and highly permeable soils in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA
make groundwater resources susceptible to contamination. Critical Aquifer Recharge
Areas are mapped as having moderate susceptibility in the northern portion of the
Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA and high susceptibility in the southern portion.
Five Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPA) associated with source wells for Evergreen
Water-Sewer District (EWSD) #19 and Whatcom County Water District (WCWD) #13
are located in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA.
Three of these wells have potential sources of contamination lying within the 6-month to
5-year time of travel (TOT) from the well. Potential sources of contamination within the
WHPA for these wells consist of underground storage tanks (USTs) and discharges from
two industries covered by the Industrial General NPDES Permit. No other potential
sources of contamination in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA were found in Ecology’s
records of registered USTs, leaking USTs, or locations in the Confirmed or Suspected
Contaminated Sites Listing.
The Kendall Landfill was identified in the 1971 Whatcom County Council of
Governments Solid Waste Management Interim Report of Existing Conditions dated July
1971 (herein after referred to as COG report) and on the Whatcom County Map titled
Solid Waste Landfills of Whatcom County. No additional reports on these landfills were
identified in follow-up inquiries with Whatcom County Health Department
The Kendall Landfill is a potential source of groundwater contamination in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA. It is located on the west side of Kendall Road about ½ mile south
of the intersection of Kendall Road and Limestone Road within the Campers Paradise
subdivision. The landfill operated in an unsupervised manner utilizing a trench method of
landfilling. The site was located on private property but open to the public. In 1967 the
Health District report indicated the landfill condition as good and 1970 the condition was
reported as poor. A second landfill in the Kendall area is indicated in other comments on
the DEIS, reportedly located on the east side of Kendall Road (Foothills Friends
comment letter dated September12, 2008), but the location of the second landfill could
not be confirmed.
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The relationship of the Kendall Landfill to wellhead protection zones was examined
based on available wellhead protection delineations for the Evergreen Sewer and Water
District wells and the WCWD #13 wells. WHPA may be delineated using a range of
methods from simple volumetric calculations to more sophisticated modeling. The
calculated fixed radius (CFR) method is a simple wellhead delineation method that
defines circular time of travel to the wellhead based on volume calculations. The CFR
method does not account for groundwater flow direction and other site specific aquifer
characteristics and may include areas that are hydraulically down gradient or cross
gradient and not part of the wells zone of capture or exclude upgradient areas that may be
part of the capture zone. Analytical methods integrate site specific aquifer characteristics
into the wellhead delineation and provide for a more accurate delineation.
The Kendall Landfill is located just west of the 5-year time of travel wellhead protection
area for Whatcom County Water District #13 well PW-1 computed using hydrogeologic
field mapping and analytical modeling 1. The wellhead protection areas for the WCWD
#13 wells calculated using the analytical methods use the maximum instantaneous water
right as the pumping rate for each well. This is a conservative approach because this
pumping rate is significantly greater than the average pumping rates for the wells
reported by WCWD #13. The Kendall Landfill is also within the wellhead protection
zone for the Evergreen Water and Sewer District wells 2 and 3 computed by the CFR
method. 2
No site specific water quality data is currently available to assess the existing impacts
from these landfills on groundwater. Whatcom County Health is currently performing an
initial investigation of the Kendall, Maple Falls and Glacier Landfills through a Site
Hazard Assessment Grant from Ecology. Kendall Landfill is the first of the three landfills
to be evaluated. One of the objectives of the study is to evaluate whether the sites have
impacted groundwater or are likely to impact groundwater. Verification of the potential
refuse disposal area on the east side of Kendall Road is also part of this investigation. 3
A discussion of these landfills was added to the Existing Conditions – Groundwater
section of the Water Quality chapter of the Foothills Subarea Plan Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS).
Drinking water quality has been evaluated in over 400 analyses for contaminants of
concern from samples taken from EWSD#19 and WCWD #13. Samples from WCWD
#13 indicate no exceedances of drinking water standards. Results from EWSD#19 show
two exceedances, one each for inorganic compounds and coliform bacteria. Positive
results for coliform are often short term and can be associated with water system
infrastructure such as piping and storage facilities. Given the large sample set, these
exceedances are not considered to be indicative of overall groundwater quality.
Contaminants of concern commonly associated with on-site sewage systems (including
community drainfields and private septic systems) are nitrates, phosphorus, fecal
coliform, viruses, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS).
WCWD #13 provides the only sewer service in the Foothills Subarea. Effluent from this

112

system is discharged to a community drainfield located in the southwestern portion of the
Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA. Assuming WCWD #13 provides sewer service to 347
existing water service connections, the remaining 1,034 dwellings in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA are assumed to be on septic systems.
In properly functioning on-site sewage systems, constructed in adequate soils, and where
groundwater is sufficiently deep, most contaminants of concern attenuate with distance
from the application site. However, nitrogen commonly converts to nitrate and can
migrate into groundwater.
In the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA, background nitrate concentrations near the
WCWD #13 community drainfield have been estimated to be 0.59 mg/L based on
concentrations in the upgradient supply well. A recently installed monitoring well
upgradient of the drainfield had nitrate concentrations of 0.89 mg/L in March 2008 and
0.7 mg/L in April 2008. Average nitrate concentrations down-gradient of the drainfield
are similar, with the three downgradient monitoring wells averaging 0.8 mg/L for 20062008. The highest average concentration of three downgradient monitoring wells was 1.0
mg/L and the maximum reported value was 2.7 mg/L.
Limited data from elsewhere in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA suggest areas of
elevated nitrates are present. The mean nitrate concentration from 105 water samples
taken from EWSD#19 wells between 2006 and 2008 was 4.1 mg/L.
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas are mapped as having high susceptibility throughout
most of the valley bottoms in the rest of the subarea (outside of the UGA). Areas mapped
as moderate susceptibility generally lie at higher elevations in the valley bottom. Nearly
all of the population and drinking water sources are located in the areas of moderate to
high susceptibility. Existing groundwater quality concerns are associated with areas
having very high groundwater tables and areas where septic effluent rapidly infiltrates in
high permeability soils. Areas of very high groundwater tables (less than 5 feet below the
surface) have not been specifically mapped, but may be considered high groundwater
hazard areas.
The rest of the subarea contains 4 WHPAs associated with water supply wells for Maple
Falls Water Coop, Mount Baker School District in Deming and the North Fork Water
System. Each WHPA has potential sources of contamination lying within 6 months to 5
years TOT. In addition, other potential sources of contamination not located within
WHPAs were identified by examining Ecology’s records. In the rest of the subarea, there
are 54 registered USTs, 15 leaking USTs, and no locations in the CSCS Listing.
Maple Falls and Glacier landfills located in the rest of the subarea were also identified in
the COG report and on the Whatcom County Map titled Solid Waste Landfills of
Whatcom County and represent additional potential sources of contamination. The ongoing investigation by Whatcom County Health includes investigation of the Maple Falls
and Glacier Landfills.
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The Maple Falls landfill is located on Silver Lake Road ½ mile south of Mount Baker
Highway. The 1967 Health District Survey indicated the landfill was operated in an
unsupervised manner and was considered in good condition. The 1970 Health District
Survey indicated the site was in good condition and properly operated. The 1971 COG
report indicates the Maple Falls landfill was owned and operated by Whatcom County.
The site used a trench method of landfilling. The Maple Falls Landfill appears to lie
within the 10 year time of travel for the Maple Fall Water Coop wellhead protection area
and at the edge of the 10 year time of travel for the Shady Ridge Association well. These
wellhead protection areas were computed using the CFR method.
The Glacier Landfill is located about ½ mile east of the Forest Service Office, off Mount
Baker Highway. The condition in the 1967 and 1970 Health District Reports was noted as
good and poor, respectively. The property was owned by the Forest Service and the
landfill operated in an unsupervised manner.
All dwellings in the rest of the subarea outside the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA are
served by private septic systems. Existing nitrate concentrations for groundwater were
estimated from results of 475 water samples taken from water systems throughout the rest
of the subarea from 2006 - 2008. The mean nitrate concentration of these samples is 3.0
mg/L. Five water systems showed nitrate concentrations above the maximum
contaminant level for drinking water (MCL) of 10 mg/L. The greatest nitrate
concentration was 21 mg/L. Of 57 samples that are above the MCL for nitrate, 53 are
from three water systems, which are outside of the existing UGA.
Coliform bacteria were detected 21 times in samples from nine water systems in the rest
of the subarea. Inorganic compounds exceeded drinking water standards five times for
samples taken from three water systems.

Impacts - Water Quality
The focus of the water quality chapter of the SEIS is the Columbia Valley area because
under the alternatives it represents the area of most intense potential development.
However, there are also potential water quality impacts to the other portions of the
Foothills Subarea, and these are also addressed.
Surface Water
Urbanization and development near sensitive streams could impact temperature and fish
species that depend on low stream temperatures by removing canopy cover along main
stream reaches and tributaries. The streams of most concern for water temperature
impacts are the impaired streams in areas of most intense planned development. Kendall
Creek in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA, Maple Creek near Maple Falls, and the
Glen and Maple Falls and Gallop Creek near Glacier all have the potential to be impacted
with elevated water temperatures from development. The other 303(d) listed streams are
in areas where the land classifications for all three Alternatives are the same (mostly RF
and R5 or R10 zoning).
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The most significant source of surface water quality impacts in the Foothills Subarea is
increased stormwater runoff to sensitive receiving waters including rivers, streams, lakes
and wetlands. Increased development under all three Alternatives would increase the
volume of stormwater generated. Stormwater has the potential to become contaminated
as it contacts pollution generating surfaces such as roads, parking lots, graveled areas,
bare soils, or landscaped areas. Runoff from roads can add oil, grease, sediment, and
heavy metals such as lead and cadmium among other pollutants to stormwater. Roofs and
sidewalks generally do not impact pollutant loads. Landscaped areas can contribute
pesticides, herbicides and animal waste to runoff. Finally, suspended solids and nutrients,
particularly phosphorus, can have detrimental impacts to sensitive lakes (e.g., Kendall,
Sprague, and Silver Lakes).
Under Alternative 1, runoff from planned industrial and commercial areas can also
contribute additional pollutants to surface runoff. One of the permitted uses under Small
Town Commercial District (WCC 20.61) and General Commercial District zoning (WCC
20.62) is vehicle service, repair, and washing which if improperly managed could lead to
additional stormwater contamination. Light Impact Industrial zoning (WCC 20.66)
includes a range of permitted uses including general manufacturing and fabrication as
well as solid waste handling facilities. Depending on the particular use, pollutants like
heavy metals, PCBs, acids, solvents, or other toxic chemicals may also be introduced into
runoff.
Increased groundwater withdrawals for water supply, combined with decreased
groundwater recharge from development have the potential to reduce surface water flow,
particularly during the dry period. Lower flows can cause an increase in water
temperature as slower flow has a longer period of exposure to solar radiation. In turn,
higher temperatures can cause a reduction in dissolved oxygen concentrations. However,
the magnitude of the increase in groundwater withdrawals is unlikely to cause a change in
stream velocities sufficient to cause a significant impact to stream temperature or
dissolved oxygen concentration in a majority of subarea streams.
Kendall Creek, however, is the exception. Predicting the impact of increased groundwater
withdrawals on streamflow in Kendall Creek is difficult without a quantitative
groundwater model to evaluate the timing of surface water/groundwater interactions in
the Columbia Valley. Without such information to assess the streamflow impacts,
associated water quality and aquatic life use impacts also cannot be determined.
Additionally, nitrate loading to groundwater from septic discharges (discussed below) has
the potential to also increase nitrate concentrations in surface waters as groundwater
interacts with rivers, streams, lakes and wetlands. However, the increase is expected to be
small and unlikely to have an effect on surface water bodies. Ecology has established a
maximum allowable nitrate loading from on-site sewage systems of 2 mg/L to
groundwater. The Ecology nitrate mixing model predicts an increase in nitrates of 1.5
mg/L at the WCWD #13 drainfield (refer to Groundwater Section below for derivation of
this value). Groundwater from drainfield areas will mix with groundwater from other
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areas and be significantly diluted. Further dilution will occur as groundwater mixes with
surface water runoff. Thus the increase in nitrate concentrations in surface water can be
expected to be less than 2 mg/L.
Nutrient inputs to surface waters can decrease water quality in surface waters,
particularly lakes and wetlands, by causing excessive plant or algal growth. Excess
biomass can cause a physical nuisance, affect odor and color, or cause water quality
problems as plants respire or decay consuming dissolved oxygen. However, phosphorus
is generally the nutrient that controls the growth of aquatic biomass. 4 5 6 In other words,
without phosphorus, excess nitrogen will not impact aquatic biomass growth. For
example, Ecology established detailed lake water quality criteria for phosphorus in WAC
173-201A, but did not established criteria for nitrates. Flowing surface waters such as
North Fork Nooksack River are less susceptible to nutrient inputs because growth is
limited by physical factors such as stream velocity and coarse bed materials. 7
Groundwater
Groundwater quality can be impaired by infiltrating contaminated runoff without proper
treatment. Contaminants from residential and commercial development could include oil,
grease, sediment, heavy metals such as lead and cadmium, pesticides, and herbicides.
Contaminants from industrial development could include additional contaminants such as
PCBs, acids, solvents, or other hazardous substances.
Under Alternatives 1 and 2, the majority of growth in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA
will be accommodated by the WCWD #13 sewage treatment plant and community
drainfield. The nitrate concentration resulting from this increase in septic discharge was
computed by updating a previous estimate1 using an updated average daily discharge for
the maximum month of 125,000 gpd 8. The predicted nitrate concentration is 1.8 mg/L at
the downgradient portion of the development or an increase of 1.5 mg/L over an assumed
background concentration of 0.25 mg/L. The relatively small increase in predicted nitrate
concentrations relative to the large number of new connections results from planned
upgrades to the sewage treatment system that will reduce nitrate loading from 25 mg/L
nitrate-N to 9 mg/L.
The total number of new dwellings under Alternative 1 is 1,147. As of July, 2006 there
were approximately 298 vacant and re-developable lots in the Paradise Lakes subdivision
that would likely require on-site septic systems. These lots are located in two
geographically distinct areas (northerly and southerly) of the Paradise Lakes subdivision.
The balance of the new dwellings under Alternative 1 (i.e., 849), we assume would be
constructed within the Whatcom County Water District 13’s sewer area and would be
connected to the District’s sanitary system. Other than the lots at Paradise Lakes, zoning
regulations would not permit un-sewered dwelling at a density of more than one dwelling
unit per 5 acres. The potential 298 unsewered dwellings in Paradise Lakes will result in
additional nitrate loading to the aquifer. Build out of these lots is assumed to occur under
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
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The nitrate loading to groundwater from the two Paradise Lakes subdivisions is not
expected to be cumulative between the two portions of the subdivision. Of the 298
undeveloped lots that would likely have on-site drainfields, 117 are located in Paradise
Divisions 1-6 (southerly portion of Paradise Lakes subdivision) and 181 are located in
Paradise Divisions 7-8 (northerly portion of Paradise Lakes subdivision). Groundwater
passing beneath the northerly subdivision discharges to Kendall and Sprague Lakes, so
nitrate loading to groundwater from the northerly Paradise Lakes subdivision is not
expected to be cumulative with nitrate loading from the southern Paradise Lakes area.
The Ecology nitrate loading model was applied to estimate nitrate loading from the
additional non-sewered dwellings in the northern and southern portions of the Paradise
Lakes subdivisions. The model incorporates site-specific hydrogeologic conditions to
dilute drainfield effluent with precipitation infiltrating through the drainfield and
groundwater flowing beneath the drainfield.
Results of the analysis for the southern Paradise Lakes subdivision indicate an increase in
nitrate-N of about 1.5 mg/L and a total predicted concentration of 5.6 mg/L for all three
Alternatives. For the northern portion of the subdivision, nitrate levels are expected to
increase to 2.1 mg/L to a total predicted nitrate concentration of 6.2 mg/L, for all three
Alternatives.
Ecology’s Groundwater Quality Criteria (WAC 173-200) contains an anti-degradation
policy to groundwater quality that may be better than the State water quality standards. In
the case of on-site sewage systems, Ecology has determined that the combination of
treatment and housing density must result in a maximum increase of 2 mg/L nitrate-N
increase over background conditions, and also cannot exceed the state criteria of 10
mg/L. The estimated nitrate loading from Paradise Lakes subdivisions (increases of 1.5
mg/L and 2.1 mg/L) and for the WCWD #13 drainfield (1.86 mg/L increase) are close to
the acceptable State water quality increase of 2 mg/L and are considered a potential
impact under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
In the rest of the subarea, future growth under each Alternative will be served by private
septic systems. Zoning in the remaining areas ranges from 3 dwellings/acre to 1 dwelling
per 20 acres. The Ecology nitrate loading model was run for the maximum density of 3
DU/acre assuming the same aquifer characteristics as the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA
for a generic, stand-alone, 1 acre parcel. Results indicate less than 2 mg/L nitrate
increases; however, the final layout of adjoining parcels and site specific aquifer
characteristics will effect the predicted nitrate concentrations and significant changes in
nitrate loading (i.e., greater than 2 mg/L) cannot be ruled out. More specific data on build
out scenarios and aquifer characteristics would be necessary to assess area specific nitrate
loading.
The landfills are part of the existing condition. A potential water quality impact could
occur from these sites if 1.) a water quality problem is identified with these landfills and
2.) increased production expands the capture zone (that zone contributes water to a well)
to include areas beneath the landfills. Any identified water quality problems that exceed
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Ecology clean up standards would be addressed under the Model Toxics Control Act
(WAC 173-340).

Potential Mitigation – Water Quality
Alternative 1 – Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
1. Impacts to stream temperatures and sediment loads can be effectively mitigated
by following the protective buffers designated by WCC 16.16 (the Whatcom
County Critical Areas Ordinance). For maximum effectiveness, the protective
buffers could be applied to all ephemeral, intermittent and perennial tributaries to
rivers and streams. Additionally, riparian plantings could be implemented in areas
where buffers are not currently met along sensitive streams.
2. Impacts related to stormwater can be effectively mitigated by implementing low
impact development (LID) strategies and the runoff treatment and source control
best management practices (BMPs) outlined in the Ecology Manual. BMPs
identified in the Ecology Manual that mitigate for the water quality impacts of
increased stormwater flows include source control and runoff treatment. The
intent of source control BMPs is to prevent stormwater from becoming
contaminated by reducing exposure of pollutants. Runoff treatment BMPs are
designed to remove pollutants by gravity settling, filtration, biological uptake
and/or soil adsorption. Many of the LID strategies have the multiple benefits by
reducing runoff volume, limiting stormwater pollution by preventing
commingling of clean and contaminated stormwater, and providing runoff
treatment.
3. Compliance with Ecology’s Stormwater Manual and Whatcom County
Development Standards for runoff treatment could effectively mitigate surface
and groundwater pollution related to stormwater. To protect sensitive lakes, the
phosphorus treatment BMPs from the Ecology Stormwater Manual should be
considered for facilities that discharge stormwater to either surface water or
groundwater within ¼ mile of a lake. Enhanced stormwater treatment should also
be considered prior to infiltration within a Critical Aquifer Recharge area.
4. Additional groundwater withdrawals in the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA have
the potential to decrease streamflow in Kendall Creek. Water temperature is
highly dependent on streamflow so the nature of impacts on water temperature
cannot be sufficiently evaluated without knowing the nature of impacts to
streamflow in Kendall Creek. This would be based on the specific timing for
surface water/groundwater interactions in the watershed determined by a
quantitative groundwater model. Using a groundwater model to effectively
mitigate for impacts to streamflow in Kendall Creek would likely also mitigate for
any impacts to water temperature.
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5. Modeling of nitrate loading to groundwater indicates the potential for nitrate
concentrations to increase to levels about the same as the allowable state water
quality standards. A groundwater monitoring program should be implemented in
high density non-sewered areas (e.g., Paradise Lakes) as well as continued
monitoring at the WCWD #13 drainfield to ensure state water quality standards
for nitrates are not exceeded. If monitoring indicates that groundwater quality
standards are likely to be violated as a result of drainfield discharges, these
impacts could be effectively mitigated a number of ways:
a.

Require additional, high efficiency nitrate removal systems (i.e., recirculating
gravel filters) for small, multi-dwelling drainfields rather than a traditional
septic system for each dwelling.

b.

Expand the sewered area to include all new development in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA, and expand sewer treatment plant capacity to treat the
additional volume, and/or

c.

Reduce the planned density.

6. New on-site sewage disposal regulations, which became effective in 2007, require
increased treatment (i.e., sand filter system) in areas with coarse soils, may reduce
the potential for contamination in areas not served by public sewer.
7. If configuration of drainfields in the subarea outside the Columbia Valley/Kendall
UGA leads to potential nitrate impacts, then the same set of mitigating measures
listed above could apply (with the exception of sewer service to rural areas, which
is discouraged).
Alternative 2 – No Action / Maintain Existing Land Use Designations
The potential mitigation measures for Alternative 2 are the same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 3 – Rural / LAMIRD
1. Modeling of nitrate loading to groundwater indicates the potential for nitrate
concentrations to increase to levels about the same as allowable state water
quality standards. A groundwater monitoring program should be implemented in
high density non-sewered areas (e.g., Paradise Lakes) as well as continued
monitoring of the WCWD #13 drainfield to ensure state water quality standards
for nitrates are not exceeded. If monitoring indicates that groundwater quality
standards are likely to be violated as a result of drainfield discharges, these
impacts could be effectively mitigated a number of ways:

a.

Require additional, high efficiency nitrate removal systems (i.e.,
recirculating gravel filters) for small, multi-dwelling drainfields rather
than a traditional septic system for each dwelling,
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b.

Expand the sewered area to include all new development in the Columbia
Valley/Kendall LAMIRDs, and/or

c.

Reduce the planned density.

2. New on-site sewage disposal regulations, which became effective in 2007, require
increased treatment (i.e., sand filter system) in areas with coarse soils, may reduce
the potential for contamination in areas not served by public sewer.
3. If configuration of drainfields in the subarea outside the Columbia Valley
LAMIRDs leads to potential nitrate impacts, then the same set of mitigating
measures listed above could apply (with the exception of sewer service to rural
areas, which is discouraged).
Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives
Potential mitigation measures common to all three alternatives for water quality impacts
are the same as for water quantity impacts (set forth in chapter 10) with the following
additions:
1. Require phosphorus treatment prior to infiltration within ¼ mile of Sprague,
Kendall, or Silver Lakes.
2. Prohibit new facilities that infiltrate stormwater from pollution generating
impervious surfaces within the 1-year time of travel wellhead protection zone.
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Appendix D
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Alternative 3
There is no Welcome map for Alternative 3 because the Crossroads Commercial
comprehensive plan designation would be removed and replaced with a Rural
comprehensive plan designation (the same designation as the surrounding area).
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Kendall Alternative Maps
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Alternative 2
There is no Kendall map for Alternative 2 because the Small Town Commercial zone
is currently within the Urban Growth Area comprehensive plan designation. It is not
within a Small Town comprehensive plan designation.
The Kendall map on the following page entitled “Alternative 2 Mitigation” depicts
the Small Town Comprehensive Plan designation under this alternative if mitigation
were applied to remove the Kendall area from the Columbia Valley UGA, thereby
reducing the size of the UGA.
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Appendix I
Acronyms & Abbreviations
ADD

Average daily demand

BMPs

Best management practices

Comp Plan

Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan

DOH

Washington State Department of Health

Draft Foothills
Subarea Plan

Whatcom County Foothills Subarea Plan – Foothills Subarea Plan
Advisory Committee Recommended Draft (October 2007)

EMS

Emergency Medical Services

GIS

Geographic information system

Gpd

Gallons per day

LAMIRD

Limited areas of more intensive rural development

LID

Low impact development

LOS

Level of service

MIF

Minimum instream flow

NPDES

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

PWS

Public Water System

R2A

Rural one dwelling/two acre zoning

R5A

Rural one dwelling/five acre zoning

R10A

Rural one dwelling/ten acre zoning

RR1

Residential Rural one dwelling/acre

RR2

Residential Rural two dwellings/acre

RR3

Residential Rural three dwellings/acre

1

RCW

Revised Code of Washington (state law)

SEIS

Supplemental environmental impact statement

SEPA

State Environmental Policy Act

SR

State Route

STC

Small Town Commercial zoning

TOT

Time of travel

UGA

Urban growth area

USGS

United States Geological Survey

UST

Underground storage tanks

WAC

Washington Administrative Code (state regulations)

WCC

Whatcom County Code

WDFW

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

WSDOT

Washington State Department of Transportation

WWHM

Western Washington Hydrology Model
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Washington State Dept of Natural Resources
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PO Box 47015
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Department of Health
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PO Box 47820
Olympia WA 98504-7820
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Parks and Recreation Commission
Chris Regan
PO Box 42668
Olympia WA 98504-2668
Utilities and Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
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Local/Regional Agencies
Whatcom County Executive
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Whatcom County Council
Whatcom County Planning Commission
Whatcom County Public Works
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Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office
Bill Elfo
Whatcom County Parks & Recreation
Michael McFarlane
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City of Nooksack
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City of Sumas
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Sumas, WA 98295
Mount Baker School District
ATTN: Dr. Richard Gantman, Superintendent
P. O. Box 95
4956 Deming Road
Deming, WA 98244
Nooksack Valley School District
ATTN: Mark Johnson, Superintendent
3326 East Badger Rd.
Everson WA, 98247
Whatcom County Fire District No. 1
P.O. Box 454
Everson, WA 98247
Whatcom County Fire District No. 14
P.O. Box 482
Sumas, WA 98295
Whatcom County Fire District No. 16
P.O. Box # 37
Acme, WA 98220
Whatcom County Fire District No. 19
P.O. Box F
Glacier, WA 98244
Whatcom Transportation Authority
4111 Bakerview Spur
Bellingham, WA 98226
Whatcom Council of Governments
314 East Champion Street
Bellingham, WA 98225
Northwest Clean Air Agency
Mr James Randles
1600 So 2nd Street
Mount Vernon WA 98273-3852
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Indian Nations
Nooksack Tribe
P.O. Box 157
Deming, WA 98244
Lummi Nation
2616 Kwina Road
Bellingham, WA 98226

Libraries
The Deming Library
5044 Mt. Baker Highway
Deming, WA 98244
The Maple Falls Library
7509 Mt. Baker Highway
Maple Falls, WA 98266

Water and Sewer Purveyors
Whatcom County Water District 13
P.O. Box 280
Maple Falls, WA 98266
Evergreen Water-Sewer District
6229 Azure Way
Maple Falls, WA 98266-8210
Glacier Water District #14
PO Box 5070
Glacier, WA 98244-5070
Deming Water Association
P.O. Box 355
Deming, WA 98244
Maple Falls Water Coop
P.O. Box 606
Maple Falls, WA 98266
The Glen Community Association
PO Box 130
Maple Falls, WA 98266
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Appendix K
Public/Agency Comments
Written Comments
Public and agency comments relating to Foothills Subarea Plan Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement are contained in this Appendix. Written comments
were received from:
1. Foothills Area Residents/Landowners dated August 18, 2008.
2. Jack Wilson dated August 28, September 9, and September 15, 2008.
3. Rodney Langer dated September 3, 2008.
4. Deborah Ellen Baker, Glacier Water District Commissioner dated September 4, 2008
5. Lisa Cable dated September 4, 2008
6. Jan Eskola dated September 4, 2008
7. Lori Nelson-Clonts dated September 4 and September 10, 2008
8. Darlene Creasey dated September 4, 2008
9. Walter Creasey dated September 4, 2008
10. Foothills Friends dated September 4 and September 12, 2008
11. Martha Sirguy dated September 4, 2008
12. Carl Steiner dated September 4 and September 15, 2008
13. Peggy Taphouse dated September 4, 2008
14. Rob Taphouse dated September 4, 2008
15. Michael Zukerman dated September 4, 2008
16. Nori Zukerman dated September 4, 2008
17. Chris Babin dated September 6 and September 13, 2008 (duplicate comment)
18. Jo Anne Harrison dated September 8, 2008
19. Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) dated September 8, 2008
20. Norma Otto dated September 9, 2008
21. Leroy Still dated September 9, 2008
22. Linda Dorsett dated September 10, 2008
23. Rebecca Boonstra dated September 11, 2008
24. Nannette Dominguez dated September 11, 2008
25. Carolyn M. Ferrer dated September 11, 2008
26. Jerry W. Lair dated September 11, 2008
27. North Cascades Audubon Society dated September 11, 2008
28. Susan Windnagel dated September 11, 2008
29. Concerned Citizens in the Columbia Valley UGA dated September 12, 2008
30. Richard Dawson & Darrell Bornstien of Holly Associates, LLC and Kevin Zender &
Jack Hovenier of S.C. Goshen, LLC dated September 12, 2008
31. Leif Swanson dated September 12, 2008
32. Whatcom County Fire Protection District No. 14 dated September 13, 2008
33. Phil Cloward dated September 14, 2008
34. Gary Gehling dated September 14, 2008
35. Karen Reich dated September 14, 2008
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36. Chester Scalf dated September 14, 2008
37. Heather Swanson dated September 14, 2008
38. Sean D. Wilson dated September 14, 2008
39. Russ and Maryann Angus dated September 15, 2008
40. Richard Banel dated September 15, 2008
41. Belcher Swanson Law Firm, P.L.L.C. dated September 15, 2008
42. Susan and John F. Browne dated September 15, 2008
43. William Devine dated September 15, 2008
44. Foothills Economic Development Association dated September 15, 2008
45. Mike Head dated September 15, 2008
46. Carol Jansson dated September 15, 2008
47. Kendall Watch dated September 15, 2008 (including addendum)
48. Carole MacDonald dated September 15, 2008
49. Sandy Peterson dated September 15, 2008
50. Lou Piotrowski dated September 15, 2008
51. Wendy Porter dated September 15, 2008
52. Public Policy Perspectives dated September 15, 2008
53. Joyce Sappington dated September 15, 2008
54. William Vaught dated September 15, 2008
These written comments are reproduced below.
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August 18, 2008
Foothills Area Residents/Landowners
P.O. Box 1672
Maple Falls, WA 98266

MEMORANDUM
To:
David Stalheim, Director, Whatcom County Planning and Development Services
From: Russ Angus, Cristopher Babin, Richard Banel, Darin Barry, Rebecca Boonstra, Darrell
K. Bornstein Jr., Phil Cloward, Richard Dawson, Linda Dorsett, Bill Isenhart, Carolyn
Ferrer, Gary Gehling, Jack Hovenier, Carole MacDonald, Norm Otto, Norma Otto, Lou
Piotrowski, Joyce Sappington, Chester Scalf, Rob Staveland, Sean Wilson and Kevin
Zender
RE:

Initial commentary on DSEIS – Foothills Subarea Plan

CC:

Pete Kremen, Whatcom County Executive

Introduction
The following is intended to provide a summary of information, including relevant Growth
Management Hearings Board decisions and County Policy relating to the evaluation of the
Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area and the associated alternatives utilized in the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) conducted for the proposed Foothills
Sub Area Plan Update (“The Proposal”). The DSEIS reads as follows:
Proposal Summary
The objective of the proposal is to adopt a new Foothills Subarea Plan and make related
amendments to the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Official Whatcom County
Zoning Ordinance. The purpose and need for the proposal is to provide an updated
Subarea Plan that reflects community input and meets the requirements of the Growth Management Act.
The SEIS evaluates both the Draft Subarea Plan recommended by the Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory
Committee and several alternatives. (Source: DSEIS: Aug. 1st 2008 – proposed Foothills subarea plan
update)

The following alternatives pertaining to the Columbia Valley UGA are presented for
consideration in the DSEIS:
Alternatives
An environmental impact statement must include an evaluation of Reasonable
Alternatives. This SEIS addresses three alternatives: (Emphasis added)
1. The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007),
2. The No Action Alternative, which retains existing land use designations, and
3. The Rural/LAMIRD (Limited area of more intensive rural development)
alternative. Main features of this alternative include eliminating the Columbia
Valley/Kendall Urban Growth Area (UGA) and reducing or eliminating areas
of more intensive rural development in the Deming, Welcome, Maple Falls,
and Glacier areas. (Source: DSEIS: Aug. 1st 2008 – proposed foothills subarea plan update)
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Executive Summary
With due consideration to the County’s statutory requirements under the GMA we recognize the
need and concur with the appropriate evaluation of the Small Town Commercial (STC)
designations in the rural zones, against the LAMIRD criteria, as contemplated in the DSEIS
Alternative No. 3 and RCW 36.70A.070 (5).
We find that the STC’s in Glacier, Maple Falls, Welcome, and Deming (and potentially Kendall)
are appropriate subjects for consideration under the GMA mandated LAMIRD criteria and recent
Growth Management Hearings Board decisions regarding Limited Areas of More Intense Rural
Development (LAMIRD’s) as noted in the proposed Subarea plan in Chapter 15 under the
Implementation Tasks section:
•

Review and, as necessary, revise comprehensive plan and zoning designations in Deming,
Welcome, Kendall, Maple Falls and Glacier to comply with the “limited areas of more intensive
rural development” criteria of RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d) if required by court ruling. The review and
revisions will be completed prior to the compliance deadline set by the Western Washington
Growth Management Hearings Board.

However, we challenge the validity and applicability of this alternative as it pertains to the
Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area and encourage the County to re-evaluate the
appropriateness of including an established Urban Growth Area in its analysis of the rural zones
and the rural element of the County Comprehensive Plan. The LAMIRD criteria, does not
appear to meet the definition of a “Reasonable Alternative” when compared against the
historical and current planning objectives for the Columbia Valley UGA.
Establishing “Reasonable Alternatives”
We acknowledge that while WWGMHB rulings are the most relevant to an analysis of the
DSEIS, the issue of 'reasonableness' is a fundamental principle from the state's perspective
(rather than one that should be interpreted based on regional character and/or conditions) and,
therefore, overarching in its applicability as referenced in the citations below:
•
•

•
•
•

The State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 (SEPA) directs that "alternatives to the proposed action" be
included in an EIS. RCW 43.21C.030(c)(iii).
SEPA directs that "alternatives to the proposed action" be included in an EIS. Also, SEPA rules mandate
consideration of "reasonable alternatives" which are defined. "Reasonable alternatives" (are defined) as
“less environmentally costly action that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives”. An
alternative considered for purposes of an EIS need not be certain or uncontested, it must only be
“Reasonable”. (Emphasis added)
WAC 197-11-440(5) (b). SEPA rules define "reasonable alternatives" as “less environmentally costly
action that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives." (Emphasis added)
Under the Washington Administrative Code, consideration by the County Council of “Reasonable
Alternatives” is mandatory. (Emphasis added)
Washington courts review an EIS under the rule of reason, which requires the EIS to contain a "
'reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the probable environmental consequences.' "
Citizens Alliance To Protect Our Wetlands v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 362, 894 P.2d 1300 (1995)
(citations omitted)
(Source(s): une 1999 KING COUNTY v. CENT. PUGET SOUND BD. 183 138 Wn.2d 161)

Columbia Valley UGA planning goals and policies
The Rural/LAMIRD Designation set forth in Alternative No. 3.clearly does not support the goals
and policies of the Foothills Subarea Plan pertaining to the Columbia Valley Urban Growth Area
and therefore does not meet the criteria for a reasonable alternative based on our assessment
of cases relevant to this issue. The following citations were approved by the FSPAC by
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consensus (as defined by the FSPAC business rules) following an extensive and fully
documented public process lasting nearly 2 years and consisting of over 43 public meetings and
numerous public workshops.
•

•
•
•

•
•

Goal LU2 – Concentrate urban growth in the Columbia Valley UGA, creating a diverse mix of land
uses and resulting in the provision of a full spectrum of urban services, including water, sanitary sewerage,
storm drainage, law enforcement, fire protection, libraries, schools, parks, public transit and other similar
services. (Emphasis added)
LU2-F Study and, if feasible, facilitate incorporation of the Columbia Valley UGA.
LU2-D Densify and revitalize the Columbia Valley UGA before considering expansion of the UGA for
non-industrial land uses.
CV1-A Encourage efficient land use patterns and cooperation among municipalities, special districts,
associations, and other governmental agencies in the provision of a full range of urban service in the
UGA. (Emphasis added)
CV4-A Where practical, subdivisions and other urban uses adjoining other zone districts shall be designed
so that vehicular and pedestrian networks are channeled to the internal area of the site.
CV2-A On-site storm water collection, conveyance, retention, detention and treatment facilities, as
appropriate, shall be required during and after development.

In addition to the foregoing policies and goals agreed to by consensus of the FSPAC, the
following proposed policies and projects are also relevant to this discussion:
•

CV1-E Support rezoning the Planned Town Center Designation to General Commercial or a new Town
Center zone. The Planned Town Center Designation is intended to be a mixed use area consisting of
commercial uses, a variety of high density residential housing types, and institutional uses. It is not
intended to be developed solely with housing.

•

Table 15.1 – Implementation Projects (Candidates for County Funding)
East County Regional Resource Center
Incorporation study
Conduct a study to prepare Master Plan for light impact industrial in UGA- Work with Port of Bellingham,
Foothills Economic Development Association (EDA), etc.
Study of tax impact of projected growth so people know how they are going to pay for
services/infrastructure (most likely combined with #2 - incorporation study)
Storm water plan

•
•
•
•

Table 15.2 – Implementation Projects (Candidates for non-County Funding)
East County Regional Resource Center
Interfaith Community Health Satellite Clinic
Study Wastewater plan for UGA
Small business incubator

•
•
•
•

Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies
Similarly, Alternative No. 3 is not consistent with the extensive community and historical
planning nor the intent of the Whatcom County Comprehensive plan goals and policies
pertaining to this Urban Growth Area.
•
•
•

GOAL 2AA: Recognize Birch Bay, Sudden Valley Provisional Urban Growth Area, and the Columbia
Valley/Kendall area as county urban growth areas, not associated with existing cities.
Policy 2AA-6: Work with all parties to resolve infrastructure and public service issues so that the
Columbia Valley/Kendall area can develop to its full potential. (Emphasis added)
Policy 2AA-7: Study Columbia Valley/Kendall to identify the factors necessary to “create an
economically viable city”, the implications of such development within the County overall, and make
recommendations as to how and when incorporation should be initiated. (Emphasis added)
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•

Policy 2AA-12: Recognize the need for light impact industrial land uses within the Columbia
Valley/Kendall Urban Growth Area. Consider establishing a light impact industrial zone within the long
term planning area located on the north side of Limestone Road. Retain the existing zoning within this long
term planning area until a master plan has been completed to identify traffic impacts and
infrastructure/utility/service needs, and appropriate mitigation measures.

Additional Considerations
The state Growth Management Act requires counties to include a Rural element in their
comprehensive plan in accordance with RCW 36.70A.070. GMA defines rural lands as those that
are located outside urban growth areas and which do not include designated agriculture, forestry,
or mineral resource lands of long-term commercial significance. Agriculture, forestry and mineral

resource lands are addressed separately in Chapter 8: Resource Lands.
(Source: Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan) (Emphasis added)
The Columbia Valley UGA does not appear to meet the criteria for consideration in the rural
element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan as noted in the following excerpt quoted from the
Planning and Development Staff Report (File #CMP99-00007, Columbia Valley/Kendall Urban
Growth Area, Staff Report, July 14, 1999, pg. 5):
“As shown in the above analysis of density in the existing developed areas (Table 1), existing development
in the Columbia Valley and Kendall areas is already characterized by urban growth, as defined under RCW
36.70A.030(17). This existing development “makes intensive use of land for the location of buildings,
structures, and impermeable surfaces to such a degree as to be incompatible with the primary use of land
for the production of food, other agricultural products, or fiber, or the extraction of mineral resources, rural
uses, rural development, and natural resource lands designated pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170.”

According to Whatcom County Policy, the provision of sewer and storm water management
systems are defined as “Urban” services and expressly excluded from the Comprehensive
Plan’s discussion regarding appropriate levels of service (LOS) for the “Rural Lands” as noted in
the following citations:
•
•

•

GOAL 2EE: Ensure that rural areas are provided with services consistent with the rural character and that
development patterns do not encourage an increased service level or degrade water quality.
Policy 2EE-1: Recognize domestic water systems, volunteer fire protection, emergency services, law
enforcement protection, transportation, public transit services and public utilities typically associated with
rural development as appropriate services in designated rural areas. Rural services do not include storm
or sanitary sewers. (Emphasis added)
Policy 2EE-2: Allow development in rural areas only when urban services are not required.

Subarea Plan Update
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and the Proposed Subarea Plan (under current
consideration) clearly demonstrate a vision for continuing Urban Development in the Columbia
Valley UGA that spans nearly 10 years since its creation and remains prevalent and compelling
in the current proposal.
Additional mitigation measures have been identified both in the DSEIS and in the proposed
Subarea Plan that may be required regardless of the UGA status in order to prevent potentially
negative environmental impacts in the future.
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The two primary requirements identified, are sewer and storm water management services.
Whatcom County Policy expressly defines these as Urban Services not to be provided in the
Rural Areas. Whatcom County policy further mandates that development in the rural areas will
only be allowed if Urban Services are NOT required.
The LAMIRD criteria contemplated in the GMA is a planning tool used for controlling growth in
the rural areas. The Columbia Valley UGA has been appropriately recognized as an Urban
Growth Area for nearly 10 years and will require additional development and the provision of
urban levels of service to meet the needs of the existing population and to mitigate potential
impacts of that existing population. We include the following citation for consideration:
•

“We remind the county that LAMIRD provisions were added to GMA to allow the county to acknowledge
pre-existing development, not as a prospective and ongoing rural development tool. The county must not
add new LAMIRD designations six years after that opportunity was provided through addition of RCW
36.70A.050(5)(d).” (Anacortes v. Skagit County, 00-2-0049c, Compliance Order, 1-31-02; excerpted from
WWGMHB Digest Update, January 2007, pg. 147).

The Proposed Subarea plan adopted by the FSPAC clearly contemplates objectives that will
embrace the community’s vision of a continuing urban pattern of development in the Columbia
Valley Urban Growth Area to absorb and centralize projected growth in an area already
characterized and designated for this purpose and to minimize the impacts of growth to the
Mount Baker Scenic Byway at the intersection of SR542/SR547 at Kendall and the small towns
in the rural zones. Under any scenario presented additional growth will occur in this area.
Preserving rural character is a key focus of the community conversation. Whatcom County
Policy and the GMA provides direction on how this is to be achieved in addition to other clear
mandates required to meet the objective(s) of this proposal, including the adoption of a new
subarea plan:
•
•

•

•

•

•

Policy 2DD-1: Concentrate growth in urban areas. In areas where existing development patterns do not
already prohibit it, draw a distinction between urban/rural uses to prevent urban sprawl.
The Columbia Valley area was designated as an Urban Growth Area in 1999. Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan land use action item # 11 is to “Revise county subarea plans to incorporate urban
growth area boundaries as identified in this plan, ensure consistency with this plan, and eliminate any
redundancy in policy.”
County Council Resolution 2005-062 (excerpt): Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Chapter Action Item #16 is to “Establish Council appointed subarea citizens’ committees to participate in
the updating and review of subarea plans…
County Council Resolution 2005-062 (excerpt): … The members of the committee (FSPAC) will
represent their respective communities, recommend methods of reaching out to the community and
obtaining public input, provide advice to the Planning and Development Services Department, review work
of the planning consultant, and recommend the text, goals, policies, action items, and maps that should
be in the Foothills Subarea Plan. (EMPHASIS ADDED)
County Council Resolution 2005-062 (excerpt): “… the advisory committee may operate on a consensus
basis, provided that if consensus cannot be reached, a majority vote shall determine the recommendation of
the committee.” (emphasis added)
The Growth Management Act states that “. . . the county shall include areas and densities sufficient to
permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the county or city for the succeeding twenty-year
period. . .” in urban growth areas (RCW 36.70A.110 (2)). (emphasis added)
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Findings and Conclusions
We find that Alternative No. 3 cannot “feasibly attain or approximate (the) proposal's
objectives” since it would re-designate the Columbia Valley UGA as RURAL and preclude the
effective participation of the FSPAC and the community in the development of the text, goals,
policies, action items, and maps that should be in the Foothills Subarea Plan and therefore does
not appear to meet the criteria for a “Reasonable Alternative” as defined under WAC 197-11440(5) (b).
We specifically challenge the inclusion of Alternative No. 3 as it pertains to the Columbia Valley
UGA and respectfully request its withdrawal from the FSEIS prior to its publication.
We concur, however, (with the alternative) as it pertains to the Small Town Commercial Centers
and encourage review and re-designation of these areas if appropriate to ensure compliance
with RCW 36.70A.070 (5) and the intent of the Proposed Foothills Subarea Plan implementation
task as adopted by the FSPAC.
Additionally, we question the inclusion of (any) alternative(s) that would preclude the work of the
subarea committee and assert that any alternative brought for consideration should feasibly
attain or approximate (the) proposal’s objectives and the intent of the subarea planning process
as defined in County Policy.
It is especially important to note our concern regarding Alternative No. 3 as it pertains to the
Columbia Valley UGA, as this may have the potential to drive projected growth into the rural
areas which would be in direct opposition to the desires and goals of a majority of the Foothills
residents. Preserving rural character is a key element of the community dialogue.
We note that Alternative No. 3 contemplates the addition of 5,158 residents to the rural zones
as opposed to the 1,048 residents proposed and adopted by the FSPAC (Proposed Foothills
Subarea Plan - October 2007). This appears contradictory to the community values and
planning goals of Whatcom County and the GMA.
We encourage the lead agency to consider these matters in their FSEIS and include only those
alternatives that can “feasibly attain or approximate (the) proposal’s objectives” and the
community’s vision for their subarea as presented in the Proposed Foothills Subarea Plan
Update (October 2007) as adopted by the FSPAC.
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Oral Comments at the Public Hearing
Public comments at the September 4, 2008 public hearing on the Draft SEIS are
contained in the minutes of the meeting, which are reproduced in this Appendix. The
following people made oral comments at the hearing.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

Peggy Taphouse
Martha Sirguy, Foothills Friends
Victor Christensen
Jack Hovenier
Nori Zukerman
Lori Nelson-Clonts
Lee Clonts
Carolyn Ferrer
Rebecca Boonstra
Gary Gehling
Jennifer Halliday
Larry Duncan
Jack Petree, Public Policy Perspectives
Karen Reich
Gary Richardson
Gunner Christiansen
Pier Boersma
Max Duncan
Carl Steiner
Phil Cloward
Jan Eskola
Robert Tolson
Brady Webb
Heather Wolf
Bill Vilipich
Deborah Baker
Rob Graham, Fire District No. 14
Susan Hanson

The summary of oral comments from the September 4, 2008 public hearing on the Draft
SEIS is reproduced below.
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PDS director David Stalheim Opened the meeting at 6:30 pm
After the hearing the comments will be reviewed and final EIS will be publicized. There
may need to be additional work done to go into the final EIS. Once this is published there
will be a public hearing before the Planning Commission and then to Council.
Peggy Taphouse, Whatcom County: Lived here 20 years. Experiencing trouble with
water running out at the end of summer. Happening more as more wells are being drilled.
There is also strange smell to the water occasionally. I support alternative 3.
Martha Sirguy, Whatcom County: Board member of Foothills Friends. On behalf of the
board presented seven points of comment regarding the DEIS.
1. Since the 2009 population projections are to be completed in time to meet the
June 2009 Growth Management Hearing Board deadline regarding the County’s
UGA these more current population projections should be utilized rather than the
old projections. Issues raised in the subarea committee minority report and
minority supplement, regarding historical flaws and calculation of the 2002 and
2006 projections and the need for logarithmic projections instead of exponential
projections need to be addressed when the 2009 projections are performed.
2. The 2008 traffic counts and analysis, taken by Foothills Friends and Tilghman
group, in February and March of 2008, together with the Tilghman group
critiques of the County’s traffic report, should be taken into consideration and
incorporated into the final SEIS.
3. The quantitative and numerical groundwater modeling for Kendall Creek, which
was recommended by Aspect Consulting, in its water quality and quantity report
for the SEIS, should be mandated and required by the County now and the results
incorporated into the final SEIS.
4. Since Balfour Village has introduced new 2008 material, proposing an initial
reduction in size and deletion of school and commercial center, the County should
not use Balfour Village’s old 2005 assumptions of size and configuration in the
SEIS. The SEIS should not rely at all on permit applications which have not
received County approval.
5. Too much information is missing in the SEIS. The final SEIS should address all
of these missed issues. The following are either missing or acknowledged as
being incomplete: fish analysis regarding water quality and quantity issues for the
Kendall Hatchery and for wild fish in Kendall Creek; the impact of two
previously unidentified landfills on Kendall Road within the wellhead protection
area for the Peaceful Valley water district, determination of Light Industrial sewer
and water needs; determination of the cost and hard source of funding for
mitigation.
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6. The assumption of the SEIS that all impacts can be mitigated, when we lack
answers to missing material, is premature. The final SEIS should not be issued
until all of these answers have been obtained. Otherwise the assumption of full
mitigation is irresponsible.
7. Foothills Friends supports alternative 3.
Victor Christensen, Whatcom County: Regarding the traffic, the roads aren’t adequate.
Traffic lights are needed. These issues haven’t been addressed. Public transportation is
needed. If you are going to have people out here you are going to have to have a store.
Nugent’s Corner can’t make it, so Everson is the closest we have. Where is the power
going to come from? You are already mandated out on the amount of power you have.
Jack Hovenier, Whatcom County: I attended most of the advisory committee meetings.
There has been a lot of misinformation. I listened to a lot of talk about maintaining rural
character and I agree with it. I support alternative 1. It keeps growth where growth will
best meet our future needs. People have the right to live where they want.
Nori Zukerman, Whatcom County: Law enforcement, fire and emergency medical
services. In our district the fire fighters and the E.M.T.s are volunteers. We have one
local deputy who responds to an average of 60- 80 calls per month with over 300 arrests
last year in the Foothills. Volunteer firefighters and E.M.T.s are expensive to train and
often move away or quit. Why not hire fire fighters and E.M.T.s and build a station to
house them? Why not hire another deputy or two as well? The County is cutting their
budget so where will the money come from? Most of us are not willing to have our taxes
raised, especially if it’s forced on us by new development. The SEIS does not address the
impacts a large new development will have. Assuming costs will be mitigated is
irresponsible. Support alternative 3.
Lori Nelson-Clonts, Whatcom County: Concerns about water quality and quantity and
private well. Use water carefully because it could run out. The water quality and quantity
report prepared for the Subarea Plan puts forth the three options. Obviously a low impact
strategy is the soundest method and the water report confirms this. No quantitative
groundwater modeling has been done.
Lee Clonts, Whatcom County: Speaking on behalf of Joanne Harrison, Whatcom County
has spent years avoiding spending funds to provide services for the residents of the
Columbia Valley. These services are due them by statute and they are services they
deserve. It appears the County prefers the Urban Growth area option as it allows
incorporation. This is further evidence that the County wants to rid itself of all
responsibility towards the citizens of the Foothills. The tax base of the Columbia Valley
will never meet the requirements necessary to qualify the area for incorporation.
Conversely, property owners face ever increasing punitive raises in their property taxes
and further degradation in their rural lifestyle. Establishing a LAMIRD in the Foothills,
option 3, not only would reduce the tax burden for Whatcom County residents and
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Foothills property owners, but would still provide opportunities for funding to help with
some of the areas problems. Support option 3.
Carolyn Ferrer, Whatcom County: Analyzing impacts between alternatives that use
different planning periods yields an obvious disadvantage to the alternative with the
longer planning period. This approach appears to create a disproportionate level of
potential impacts to the alternative with the longer planning period and tends to discredit
the analytical validity of the entire document. This apparent inconsistency is compounded
by the fact that each alternative utilizes progressively lower population projections. I
believe that a more accurate analysis of potential impacts would have contemplated all
three scenarios using a range of low to high projections within a consistent planning
period. Based on these observations I believe it would be prudent to revisit these
alternatives to ensure they are reasonable.
Rebecca Boonstra, Whatcom County: The population projections used in the draft SEIS
are inconsistent. Alternative #1 contemplates 5 years additional growth that is not
considered in the projected impacts of alternatives #2 and 3. The population projections
used in 1 are calculated until 2027 adding 1,062 additional residents that would
contribute to traffic impacts during the five years between 2022 and 2027. This does not
seem to be contemplated in the other alternatives. Under any scenario all three
alternatives have comparable impacts to traffic with intersections operating below LOS in
2022. With alternative 1 being calculated until 2027 and the other alternatives being
calculated until 2022 it seems that alternative 1 may actually have less impact on traffic
than the other two alternatives since it contemplates five years of additional growth and
only impacts one or two intersections adversely in comparison to the other two
alternatives. The mitigation required to address traffic impacts requires funding. Funding
will come through impact fees and capital facilities funding. Development will contribute
significantly to these dollars in alternative #1, providing one of the only private funding
sources available for public infrastructure. Who will pay to mitigate comparable impacts
anticipated under scenario #3? How much more money will have to come from taxpayers
to address these needs without the contribution of private dollars to help subsidize the
costs of already existing needs?
Gary Gehling, Whatcom County: I would like to point out that the planning periods are
different. Alternative #1 is calculated to 2027 with the others being 2022 which is very
confusing. The final draft should remedy that. The draft SEIS doesn’t contemplate
impacts of other areas around here like the growth that’s going to happen in the Everson
and Nooksack areas. This needs to be looked at. I’ve only seen a mention of what would
happen if the lower population projections are adopted. If we exceed that growth what is
going to happen to the rural areas outside of the UGA and in the small towns?
Jennifer Halliday, Whatcom County: I want to thank the authors of the minority report. It
took a lot of courage to bring up those issues and I’m glad they did it on a public level. I
support option #3.
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Larry Duncan, Whatcom County: I support #3. I am concerned about the water quality of
the Columbia Valley. There is quite a bit of evidence supporting the fact that the ground
is very permeable. With the amount of development being proposed there is going to be a
lot of water contamination. We already know the roadways are a problem and it’s going
to be really hard to widen them. The level of service at the intersections that have been
mentioned, particularly the one near the school, are going to have to be corrected before
this development can continue.
Jack Petree, Whatcom County: The County knew before they started this EIS that they
were supposed to have the planning for this done by next year. They are under a GMHB
mandate to get it done. They should be planning through 2029 not 2027. What we are
looking at is an EIS that is hashed together and will be out of date for the June deadline.
The Census Bureau and OFM stats show that since 2002 each home built in the area
accommodates 1.6 people. That means that this EIS, since it plans on 2.6 people per
house, is 1,000 homes short of what will be needed to accommodate the population. The
comp plan also perceives that about 40 percent of the homes in the Columbia Valley are
needed to accommodate seasonal and recreational needs. Shortages, that we have insisted
on in other areas of the County, like Bellingham, have meant people come up here to live
in homes that were intended to be for seasonal or recreational use. The future Columbia
Valley is expected to be about the size of present day Blaine, Everson, and Nooksack
combined, yet there is almost nothing in the EIS about the jobs that are necessary to
support the people.
Karen Reich, Whatcom County: The population projections in the minority report should
be used for the SEIS. Balfour Village is set to be built in an alluvial fan, yet a couple of
years ago the County took out an ad stating how dangerous it is to build in an alluvial fan
area. This needs to be addressed. The SEIS needs to address air quality. There will be a
large number of cars on the road. I have concerns about funding for special public
facilities that will be required if the population projections in the majority report are
adopted. The protection of fish in Kendall Creek and the hatchery needs to be addressed.
I support alternative #3.
Gary Richardson, Whatcom County: Speaking for Heidi Doornenbal, it’s my
understanding we want to change what we have up here. When I say “we” I don’t think it
includes very many people who have been here for a very long time. It definitely includes
people from outside who would like to turn this area into a city. I think it’s a big mistake
for several reasons. The people who are up here deserve the right to develop the property
here, not for somebody from outside. We are in the process of eliminating commercial
property because of the prospect of a natural disaster in the area so we do need to be
careful but we need to be consistent in the application of the law. I don’t agree with
Balfour Village and I think the people who grew up here deserve better.
Gunner Christiansen, Whatcom County: My comments are in regards to two letters sent
to the County by the Tilghman Group, the transportation consultant. We ask that the two
letters be listed as comments to the SEIS as if resubmitted today. (Read a portion of one
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of the letters). The Tilghman Group finds Whatcom County’s study to be full of holes
and inconsistencies.
Pier Boersma, Whatcom County: UGA no way. UGA no way. UGA no way. Develop in
the city and stay away from here.
Max Duncan, Whatcom County: I support alternative #3. We have two precious
resources here, our children and our water. Our children drink the water here so we need
to do a good job to take care of it. I was disappointed that the SEIS did not address fish
and wildlife, but it did address the water. It has come to my attention there was a landfill
in the area that we need to take a look at. I support alternative #3.
Carl Steiner, Whatcom County: I support alternative #3. It looks like something is amiss
regarding traffic. Aiki homes has done work on a traffic count. Another study was done
by the Tilghman Group. Why isn’t this study in the SEIS? The WSDOT mentioned the
comparison needed to be added. The City of Bellingham has also done studies that should
be in the SEIS.
Phil Cloward, Whatcom County: I support alternative #1. This is based upon the fact that
we already have an urban area. The SEIS has not addressed this fact. If we aren’t careful
we are going to turn the Columbia Valley into a cesspool.
Jan Eskola, Whatcom County: I have been the office manager of the Glacier Water
District for 22 years. I have been a fire commissioner of Glacier Fire and Rescue for 15
years and a resident of Glacier for 35 years. The SEIS seems to be focused on the
Columbia Valley area and I can appreciate this as this is the area looked at for more
intense growth. However the population projections and traffic counts used in the report
are based on flawed information. I would hope that Whatcom County Planning will
finally recognize this and use the proposed 2009 population projections and not the
outdated 2006 population projections. I would also hope that Whatcom County will
recognize that its traffic report is flawed. They have received information from both the
City of Bellingham and the WSDOT asking that the traffic report be corrected to include
additional intersections, proper analysis of the SR542 and SR547 intersection and
inclusion of the entire Foothills subarea. The current traffic analysis also fails to
acknowledge seasonal use of the Mt. Baker Highway. The need for the groundwater
model, to properly assess water quality and quantity, done by Aspect Consulting, is stated
in the report 13 times. The SEIS references the need for this groundwater model 8 times.
It would seem that the groundwater model must be required in order to properly assess
water quality and quantity. The elimination of the small town commercial designation for
Glacier, Maple Falls, Kendall and Deming along with the neighborhood commercial
designation for Welcome, and converting the areas to a LAMIRD with no explanation is
wrong. These are currently commercial areas and should remain at their current land use
and zoning. The statement on page 34 of the SEIS that says that the Kendall STC zone is
not centrally located to serve the population of the Columbia Valley is offensive to me.
Kendall is in a perfect location to serve the needs of the greater area and should be
recognized as such. The mitigation measures, specifically for Fire District 19, (per phone
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conversation meant to say Fire District 14) to accommodate proposed growth in the
Columbia Valley, would result in extraordinarily higher taxes for the residents of the Fire
District. These higher taxes would require the approval of the residents and failure of
bond issues is a distinct possibility. I support alternative #3 for the Columbia Valley, and
alternative #1 for Glacier, Maple Falls, Kendall, Deming and Welcome.
Robert Tolson, Whatcom County: Development will spoil the rural feel. I am against this
project.
Brady Webb, Whatcom County: In the community input that was received in the
beginning of the process it seemed to be that affordable homes, jobs and services were
not at the top of the list. It seems that the vision of the community is alternative three,
which primarily involves removing the UGA. Should we make our decisions based on the
desires of the people that don’t like the area and thereby destroy what the rest of us love
about the Foothills? I understand the importance of looking at the future and planning
accordingly but the days of building far flung communities, reliant on long commutes are
over. Building dense, remote developments like Peaceful Valley and Paradise Lakes are
planning mistakes of the past, not solutions for the future. The tide of people moving
away from urban to rural recreational to save money have shifted. I feel that the influx of
population in the Columbia Valley is due in large part to the combination of cheap
housing and cheap gas. The only way to get the services and the employment
opportunities is to move where they actually exist. As far as the commercial component
it’s entirely dependant on market forces and may never be economically viable.
Therefore the only certainty with the Balfour Village plan is more people commuting to
Bellingham for work. Even under the most robust commercial development scenario it
would only provide service and retail sector jobs for a few. The UGA does not belong in
a rural recreational area 20 miles from Bellingham. Let’s remove the UGA before
suffering the consequences of the development. The Plan has a Kendall small town plan
that is more appropriate for the area. It’s a plan that allows for some retail and services
reflective of the needs of the community, not one that artificially creates a suburb in the
heart of the Foothills. I support alternative #3.
Heather Wolf, Whatcom County: I urge the County to adopt alternative #3. The
population density of the Columbia Valley UGA is an anomaly caused by allowing
seasonal recreational development to convert to year round use. The consequences of this
decision haunt us today in the form of mostly low income housing with aging septic
systems on postage stamp size lots in the middle of a scenic rural area with narrow
winding country roads. There is no urban core around which to grow and no
demonstrated capabilities to support urban or industrial components in the foreseeable
future. This is best described as a LAMIRD and should be designated as such.
Bill Vilipich, Whatcom County: We need to take traffic into consideration. Ten years ago
I could make it to Nugent’s Corner before I hit traffic. It’s not that way anymore. The
traffic is here. I believe that people should be able to live where they want. I chose to live
here in a country environment without a lot of stores, traffic, etc. Parks, stores, etc. are
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available in a lot of places but I don’t want this to turn into that. You can’t fix a problem
by throwing more houses at it. I support alternative #3.
Deborah Baker, Whatcom County: I have been a water commissioner since the 1970’s.
The water district looked at the SEIS and we don’t feel that it’s a perfect cookie cutter for
the whole Foothills. We do feel that alternative #3 is the correct thing to do in the
Columbia Valley area but we have found that the alternatives offered for Glacier, Maple
Falls and Kendall were not really appropriate. Turning everything into a LARMIRD is
not necessarily the right answer. Glacier has been very stable. We already meet the terms
and conditions of a LAMIRD. We support, at least in Glacier, retaining what we have
because it is already so stable. We all support#3, at least in the Columbia Valley.
Rob Graham, Whatcom County, on behalf of the Fire Commissioners of Fire District
#14. The SEIS shows an increase in the numbers of calls for both Welcome and Kendall
in the last five years. As a result we are seeing increased response times to aid Kendall.
They have more calls than they can handle. As a result they are calling Welcome or
Sumas to help. We have a volunteer force of 58 people in Kendall, Sumas and Welcome.
Volunteerism is down nationwide and we are seeing it in Whatcom County also. Building
a new station and staffing it with paid firefighters and buying new equipment is the only
solution to being able to provide the continued level of service that we have been able to
provide in the past. Increasing taxes is the only way we will be able to provide this level
of service.
Susan Hanson, Whatcom County: I grew up in Mt. Baker Rim but when I go there today
I can’t find my way around. I can get lost in Kendall. It’s amazing how many people and
homes are here now and we are talking about increasing the population. Our system is not
adequate now for what we need, let alone for what they are proposing. I hope that the
County doesn’t decide to build then have a mess that the taxpayers have to take care of.
The hearing was closed to the public.
Stalheim: The public comment period will remain open until September 15, 2008. After
we review the comments we will publish a final EIS and prepare to go to the Planning
Commission who will hold a public hearing.
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Appendix L
Lead Agency Responses
The SEPA Rules state that the lead agency (Whatcom County) must consider and
respond to public and agency comments on the Foothills Subarea Plan Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). The SEPA Rules indicate that
possible responses are to:
(a) Modify alternatives including the proposed action;
(b) Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given detailed consideration
by the agency;
(c) Supplement, improve, or modify the analysis;
(d) Make factual corrections; or
(e) Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the
sources, authorities, or reasons that support the agency's response and, if
appropriate, indicate those circumstances that would trigger agency
reappraisal or further response.

Written Comments
Public and agency written comments relating to Foothills Subarea Plan Draft SEIS are
reproduced in Appendix K.
Lead agency responses to the comment letters are shown below (the page number where
each comment appears in Appendix K is noted for easy cross reference). It should be
explained that some comments support one of the alternatives (which is appropriate under
the SEPA Rules) or provide information that will be helpful to decision makers later on
in the process but do not request specific changes to the content of the SEIS. In these
cases, the response below is “comments noted.”

Lead Agency Responses to Written Comments
1.

Response to Foothills Area Residents/Landowners comments dated August
18, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 3)

An environmental impact statement is required to discuss reasonable alternatives. The
SEPA rules state that “. . . Reasonable alternatives shall include actions that could
feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost
or decreased level of environmental degradation. . .” (WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)). The
Draft SEIS states that “. . . The objective of the proposal is to adopt a new Foothills
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Subarea Plan and make related amendments to the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Plan and Official Whatcom County Zoning Ordinance. . .” (p. 6).
The Foothills Subarea encompasses approximately 208 square miles of land. Almost
99% of the Subarea is currently in rural and resource land designations. Removal of the
Columbia Valley UGA under alternative 3 would change the comprehensive plan
designation on about 1% of the land in the subarea. The main objective, which is
adoption of a new subarea plan for the Foothills, could still be achieved if the UGA were
removed under alternative 3.
The lead agency possesses some degree of discretion in developing meaningful
alternatives for consideration by decision makers. Two of the three alternatives retain the
UGA and one alternative does not. This provides a range of options to be considered in
the public review process. Therefore, the Final SEIS will retain alternative 3 with the
“limited areas of more intensive rural development” (LAMIRD) and other rural
designations replacing the UGA designation in the Columbia Valley area.
The Draft SEIS acknowledges that additional growth may occur in rural areas if the UGA
is removed (p. 36). Some of this growth may occur on lots in existing subdivisions and
some may occur in outlying rural areas. The comment indicates that alternative 3
contemplates the addition of 5,158 residents to rural zones. However, it must also be
noted that 3,853 of these residents already live in the subdivisions in the Columbia
Valley.
2.

Response to Jack Wilson comments dated August 28, September 9, and
September 15, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 9)

Three landfills were identified in the Whatcom County Council of Governments Solid
Waste Management Interim Report of Existing Conditions dated July 1971 (herein after
referred to as COG report) and on the Whatcom County Map titled Solid Waste Landfills
of Whatcom County. No additional reports on these landfills were identified in follow-up
inquiries with Whatcom County Health Department. Information provided in the COG
reports is summarized below.
Kendall Landfill – The Kendall Landfill is located on the west side of Kendall Road
about ½ miles south of the intersection of Kendall Road and Limestone Road within the
Campers Paradise subdivision. The landfill operated in an unsupervised manner utilizing
a trench method of landfilling. The site was located on private property but open to the
public. In 1967, the Health District report indicated the landfill condition as good and, in
1970, the condition was reported as poor. A second landfill in the Kendall area was
indicated in other comments on the Foothills Subarea Plan Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), reportedly located on the east side of Kendall
Road (Foothills Friends comment letter dated September 12, 2008), but the location of
the second landfill could not be confirmed.
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The relationship of the Kendall Landfill to wellhead protection zones was examined
based on available wellhead protection delineations for the Evergreen Sewer and Water
District wells and the Whatcom County Water District (WCWD) #13 wells. Well head
protection areas (WHPA) may be delineated using a range of methods from simple
volumetric calculations to more sophisticated modeling. The calculated fixed radius
(CFR) method is a simple wellhead delineation method that defines circular time of travel
to the wellhead based on volume calculations. The CFR method does not account for
groundwater flow direction and other site specific aquifer characteristics and may include
areas that are hydraulically down gradient or cross gradient and not part of the wells zone
of capture, or exclude upgradient areas that may be part of the capture zone. Analytical
methods integrate site specific aquifer characteristics into the wellhead delineation and
provide for a more accurate delineation.
The Kendall Landfill is located just west of the 5-year time of travel wellhead protection
area for Whatcom County Water District #13 well PW-1 computed using hydrogeologic
field mapping and analytical modeling.1 The wellhead protection areas for the WCWD
#13 wells were calculated using the analytical methods that use the maximum
instantaneous water right as the pumping rate for each well. This is a conservative
approach because this pumping rate is significantly greater than the average pumping
rates for the wells reported by WCWD #13. The Kendall Landfill is also within the
wellhead protection zone for the Evergreen Water and Sewer District wells 2 and 3
computed by the CFR method.2
Maple Falls Landfill – The COG report indicates the Maple Falls Landfill is located on
Silver Lake Road ½ mile south of Mount Baker Highway. The 1967 Health District
Survey indicated the landfill was operated in an unsupervised manner and was considered
in good condition. The 1970 Health District Survey indicated the site was in good
condition and properly operated. The 1971 COG report indicates the Maple Falls landfill
was owned and operated by Whatcom County. The site used a trench method of
landfilling. The Maple Falls Landfill appears to lie within the 10 year time of travel for
the Maple Fall Water Coop wellhead protection area and at the edge of the 10 year time
of travel for the Shady Ridge Association well. These wellhead protection areas were
computed using the CFR method.
Glacier Landfill – The COG report indicates the Glacier Landfill is located about ½ mile
east of the Forest Service Office, off Mount Baker Highway. The condition in the 1967
and 1970 Health District Reports was noted as good and poor, respectively. The property
was owned by the Forest Service and the landfill operated in an unsupervised manner.
The landfills are part of the existing condition. No site specific water quality data is
currently available to assess the existing impacts from these landfills on groundwater.
Whatcom County Health Department is currently performing an initial investigation of
the three sites through a Site Hazard Assessment Grant from Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology). Kendall Landfill is the first of the three landfills to be
evaluated. One of the objectives of the study is to evaluate whether the sites have
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impacted groundwater or are likely to impact groundwater. Verification of the potential
refuse disposal area on the east side of Kendall Road is part of this investigation.3
A potential water quality impact could occur from these sites if 1.) a water quality
problem is identified with these landfills and 2.) increased production expands the
capture zone to include areas beneath the landfills. Any identified water quality problems
that exceed Ecology clean up standards would be addressed under the Model Toxics
Control Act (WAC 173-340).
A discussion of these landfills was added to the Existing Conditions – Groundwater
section of the Water Quality chapter of the Foothills Subarea Plan Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).
The Draft SEIS indicates that there are 214 acres in the Agriculture comprehensive plan
designation (pp. 23 and 27). The Agriculture comprehensive plan designation is a land
use designation that has been adopted by the Whatcom County Council and does not
include all land that is utilized for farming. Farming may occur in the Rural
comprehensive plan designation as well as in other areas. The Draft SEIS states that
approximately 2.26% of the Foothills Subarea is actually used for agriculture (p. 26).
This equates to about 3,000 acres.
3.

Response to Rodney Langer comments dated September 3, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 28)

The correction of the capacity of the existing sewage treatment plant has been
incorporated into the Water and Sewer Facilities Chapter of the SEIS. The comment was
also relevant to the water quality portion of the DRAFT SEIS with respect to nitrate
loading to groundwater. The Whatcom County Water District # 13 (WCWD #13) plant is
permitted to treat an average daily capacity of 125,000 gpd for the maximum month.
Previously, it was reported that the permitted capacity was an average daily flow of
125,000 gpd (without respect to maximum month). The nitrate loading analysis
referenced in the Water Quantity and Quality Report for the sewage treatment plant was
based on an estimated flow of 157,900 gallons per day that resulted in a predicted nitrate
increase of 1.86 mg/L which is close to, but less than, the maximum allowable increase of
2 mg/L. Reducing the flows would result in a lower impact. Using the nitrate loading
model referenced in the Water Quality and Quantity report for the WCWD #13 sewage
treatment plant, but reducing the flows from 157,900 gpd to 125,000 gpd changes the
predicted increase in nitrate loading from 1.86 mg/L to 1.5 mg/L. More important than
the model predicted nitrate loading results are recommendations for monitoring including
the DRAFT SEIS. As discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the Water Quantity and Quality
Report Foothills Subarea prepared by Aspect Consulting4 (hereafter referred to as the
Water Quantity and Quality Report), continued monitoring of the WCWD #13 drainfield
should be continued to ensure state water quality standards are not exceeded.
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4.

Response to Deborah Ellen Baker (Glacier Water District Commissioner)
comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 30)

The Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board ruled that certain
comprehensive plan and zoning designations do not comply with the LAMIRD
provisions of the Growth Management Act in the case of Futurewise v. Whatcom County
and Intervenors Gold Star Resorts, Inc.; Final Decision and Order; WWGMHB case #
05-2-0013 (September 20, 2005). The Whatcom County Superior Court substantially
reversed this ruling in a decision of June 8, 2006. However, the Court of Appeals of the
State of Washington Division One reinstated the Growth Board’s ruling on August 27,
2007. The case has been appealed to the Washington Supreme Court. Because the Court
of Appeals upheld the Growth Board’s ruling, the LAMIRD alternative in the SEIS
(alternative 3) is appropriate.
Ultimately, decision makers will determine which alternative will be adopted. The
proposed LAMIRD boundaries, including those in Glacier, were delineated based upon
the requirements of the Growth Management Act. There is some degree of discretion in
developing boundaries and decision makers may ultimately adopt different boundaries. If
the Water District has information relating to the location of any existing water lines
outside of the alternative 3 LAMIRD, this could be considered by decision makers when
adopting LAMIRD boundaries.
5.

Response to Lisa Cable comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix K, p.
44)

Comments noted.
6.

Response to Jan Eskola Comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix K, p.
45)

The comment indicates concern relating to population projections. This issue is raised in
more detail by a subsequent letter (see response to comment # 10).
The comment indicates concern related to the existing base year traffic counts, seasonal
traffic patterns, and the analysis of the SR 542/SR 547 intersection. These issues were
raised in a subsequent letter (see response to comment # 7). The transportation analysis
has been revised to reflect the higher traffic volumes along Kendall Road. It is
understood by the County that there are periods of high seasonal use along the SR 542
highway corridor; however, it is anticipated that roadways and intersections would be
designed for average weekday PM peak hour conditions rather than seasonal flows. In
addition, the transportation analysis has been updated to reflect the appropriate
configuration of the SR 542/SR 547 intersection as three separate intersections.
The Final SEIS Chapter 4 Transportation has identified potential mitigation measures to
support the projected traffic levels of the individual alternatives. Potential funding
sources have generally been identified to construct the improvements.
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With regard to the comment indicating that the quantitative groundwater model
referenced in the Water Quantity and Quality Report must be required:
The Water Quantity and Quality Report indicates that increased volumes of infiltrated
stormwater will offset groundwater use on an annual basis. The increase in stormwater
infiltration will likely result in an increase in flows in Kendall Creek on an annual basis;
however, during dry periods, groundwater use could reduce flows in the Creek. This
impact could occur with development under the existing land use designation
(Alternative 2) or the other alternatives. The impact is legally allowed as the major water
sources in the area were established prior to the instream flow for Kendall Creek. If a
new water source were to be necessary, an impairment analysis of the minimum instream
flow would be performed as a component of the water right permitting process.
The potential for specific development projects to impact Kendall Creek depends on
many factors, including their location relative to the creek, size, water source, timing of
demand, and type of stormwater management system. Smaller developments, further
from the creek, using an existing water source and low impact development, or dispersed
infiltration, for stormwater management have the least potential to impact low flows.
Large developments that discharge to surface water or concentrate recharge in a few
locations (i.e., a large infiltration pond) have the greatest potential for impact. Each
development should be designed to minimize the potential for impact by requiring
infiltration of stormwater in dispersed locations, according to the unique characteristics of
the proposed development. The EIS has been modified to emphasize 100 percent
infiltration of stormwater as a mitigation element.
The Water Quantity and Quality Report identified the option of developing a quantitative
groundwater model as a means of investigating the potential impacts to low flows in
Kendall Creek. A groundwater model has not been conducted at this time as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Impact to low flows is permitted under the existing water rights,
Any new water rights would require an evaluation of the impact to the Kendall
Creek minimum instream flow (MIF),
The groundwater withdrawal under any alternative is small relative to the total
volume of recharge (approximately 1 percent) in the aquifer,
Groundwater recharge would increase from the existing condition under all
Alternatives with implementation of 100 percent infiltration (i.e. there would be
more water in the aquifer overall),
The existing water supply wells are more than 1 year time of travel from the
potentially impacted surface water bodies reducing the potential for seasonal
effects of pumping, and
Specific mitigation measures are included to address the potential impact to low
flows (i.e. 100% infiltration).
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These factors diminish the likelihood that there would be an impact to low flows in
Kendall Creek. Groundwater modeling may provide additional support for this
conclusion, or identify a potential impact.
Additionally, a potential mitigation measure has been added to the water quantity chapter
of the Final SEIS to enact a policy to identify low flow impacts to Kendall Creek as a
component of the SEPA compliance for all developments that are not categorically
exempt under Chapter 16.08 of the Whatcom County Code and use more than 5000 gpd5.
The minimum instream flows specified in WAC 173-501 (see pages 16 and 17 of the
Water Quality and Quantity Report) should be considered in this analysis.
The comment indicates concern about creating LAMIRDs in Glacier, Maple Falls,
Kendall and Deming and removing the Neighborhood Commercial zone in Welcome
under alternative 3. The LAMIRD issue was raised by a previous letter in relation to
Glacier and the response is generally the same for the other LAMIRDS (see response to
comment # 4). An EIS provides alternatives for decision makers to consider. The
Commercial designation in Welcome is retained in two of the alternatives and not in the
third. This gives decision makers options to consider in the adoption process.
Other comments are noted.
7.

Response to Lori Nelson-Clonts comments dated September 4 and
September 10, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 47)

The comments indicate concern relating to the quantitative groundwater model. This
issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #6).
The comments also indicate concern relating to the previously unidentified landfills in the
subarea. This issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #2)
With regard to the effects of stormwater pollutants, increased water temperatures, and
sediment, the Draft SEIS identified these as potential impacts to surface water quality,
particularly under alternatives 1 and 2 (Draft SEIS p. 106). Mitigation measures for these
impacts are also identified as following the protective buffers near surface waters
designated by Whatcom County Code (WCC) 16.16 and implementing low impact
development, runoff treatment and source control for stormwater (DRAFT SEIS p. 109).
Subdivisions indeed have the potential to introduce different types of stormwater
pollutants to receiving water. The Draft SEIS considered landscaped area as pollution
generating surfaces that may contribute pesticides, herbicides and animal waste to runoff
(Draft SEIS p. 106).
The SEIS relates to the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan and alternatives. It does not address
a specific development proposal.
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The comment indicates concern related to the Tilghman Group comments. The Tilghman
Group Comments dated July 15, 2008 are addressed below.
Response to Tilghman Group Comments dated July 15, 2008
General Comments
Bullet #1 - Comment noted. As discussed on page 1 of the memorandum entitled
Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of Results dated May 28, 2008
(herein referred to as the memo), the transportation analysis focused on identifying the
relative differences between the land use alternatives and relative magnitude of
mitigation necessary to accommodate the alternatives. A comparison to existing
conditions is not necessary to evaluate the relative differences between the alternatives.
Bullet #2 - As discussed on page 5 of the memo, the Whatcom Council of Governments’
model was used to estimate regional (background) growth at the study intersections.
However, localized growth due to the alternatives was estimated outside the model and
added to the background projections. This generally represents a more conservative
estimate of traffic volumes. The model would likely be insensitive to shifting of traffic
due to capacity constraints because there are few, if any, reasonable alternative routes
between the subarea and the City of Bellingham – the main origin and destination of
trips. In addition, the structure of the model is based on link capacities and speeds, many
of which, even if over capacity, would still have less total travel time/delay than
redirecting trips north towards Everson.
Bullet #3 - The traffic counts conducted by Tilghman Group in February and March 2008
have been reviewed and compared to the traffic volumes used to develop future forecasts
for the original transportation analysis. Based on the comparison, which focused on the
SR 542/SR 547 intersection, the Tilghman Group traffic counts along SR 542 are very
close to the weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes used in the original transportation
analysis. The SR 542/SR 547 intersection was one of only two locations where data was
collected in 2008 and previously in 2005/2006 as part of the Balfour Village traffic study.
The other location was along SR 542 east of SR 547. For that location, the 2008 weekday
PM peak hour traffic counts along SR 542 were approximately the same as the 2005/2006
counts.
However, the 2008 weekday PM peak hour traffic counts along the SR 547 approach
(Kendall Road) were approximately 20 to 25 percent higher than the traffic data collected
in 2005/2006. This was a difference of approximately 44 vehicles in the westbound
direction and 26 vehicles in the eastbound direction. It should be noted, that these
differences represent 4 to 6 percent (depending on the Alternative) of the total future trips
and have little bearing on the outcomes of the revised (or original) transportation
analysis. It is also noted that traffic volumes fluctuate, on average, by approximately 10
to 15 percent per day, which likely accounts for some of the differences in traffic data. As
a result of the differences along the Kendall Road approach, the transportation analysis
has been revised to reflect the higher volumes and traffic data collected in 2008 by
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Tilghman Group for the weekday PM peak hour. In addition, the transportation analysis
has been updated to reflect the appropriate configuration of the SR 542/SR 547
intersection as three separate intersections, with the results illustrated in the Final SEIS
Chapter 4 relating to Transportation.
Bullet #4 - The transportation analysis focuses on the weekday PM peak hour, which is
used by the County to assess impacts and weigh differences between the alternatives. The
weekday PM peak hour represents the time period for which the County and WSDOT
commonly design their transportation system to accommodate. As discussed in response
to bullet #3, the 2008 weekday PM peak hour traffic counts along Kendall Road that were
provided by Tilghman Group have been incorporated into the revised transportation
analysis, while counts along SR 542 were shown to be similar to those used in the
original transportation analysis. The 2008 traffic counts were obtained at a time during
the ski season, so account for typical weekday traffic heading to/from the Mt. Baker ski
area.
It is understood by the County that there are periods of high seasonal use along the SR
542 highway corridor; however, it is anticipated that roadways and intersections would
be designed for average weekday PM peak hour conditions rather than seasonal flows. By
designing for average weekday conditions, the capacity for roadways and intersections
would be sufficient to serve a majority of traffic conditions and would not be designed to
accommodate peak seasonal demands.
Bullet #5 - Comment noted, the capacity of roadways is typically defined by the capacity
of the major intersections along the specific corridor. The transportation analysis focuses
on the intersections to identify the relative differences between the alternatives. The
County does not apply concurrency to state highways; therefore highway capacity was
not used as the basis for identifying differences between the alternatives.
Bullet #6 - Comment noted. The County monitors the capacity of its roadways by
measuring the volume-to-capacity ratio it has set for specific roadways as identified in its
concurrency management program. When a specific applicant applies for a development
permit, the County will first evaluate whether concurrency has been achieved. However
the primary roads within the study, where capacity issues would likely arise, are Kendall
Road (SR 547) and the Mount Baker Highway (SR 542). Neither of these state highways
is monitored for concurrency.
Bullet #7 - Comment noted. Each of the alternatives are shown to have future traffic
volumes along the SR 542 corridor that are typical of those found on urban corridors.
Urban traffic levels are estimated to occur regardless of the alternative chosen.
Particular Observations
1 - Comment noted, more clarification has been added to the revised transportation
analysis.
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2 - Comment noted, the transportation analysis has been updated to clarify that
Alternative 2 is a No Action scenario. The no growth or baseline scenario is provided as a
reference for readers to understand how the transportation system would function without
development within the Foothills Subarea, and is not intended to be a development
alternative.
3 - As described on page 3 of the original transportation analysis memo, it was assumed
that retail and government employment would be distributed based on the population for
each of the areas since the distribution is unknown at this time. However, industrial
employment was allocated with 80 percent in the Columbia Valley UGA and 20 percent
in the remaining areas. A majority of the traffic for all land use types, approximately 75
percent, is assumed to travel to and from outside the transportation study area which is
indicative of longer commutes or length of travel.
4 - Employment figures for 2007 represent low, medium and high forecasts. Actual
employment data was from the 2005 base year.
5 - As discussed on page 5 of the memo, the 2005 base year and 2027 future year travel
demand models were used for the original transportation analysis. Traffic distribution
assumptions were developed by using “select zone” assignments from the travel demand
model. In some instances, the model outputs were adjusted based on (1) knowledge of the
study area, (2) calibration results of the base year model, and (3) and existing traffic
counts. The trip distribution assumptions, Figure 2 of the memo, show that over one-third
of the trips travel to and from the City of Bellingham, which is consistent with existing
patterns. As discussed in the response to Bullet #2 above, this is the primary travel
pattern and is expected to continue into the future as the City is the primary employment
center within Whatcom County.
6 – Internal trip generation was calculated based on the method outlined in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook. The reductions ranged from
0 to 20 percent depending on the land use type and were only applied within the
Columbia Valley UGA and not to the other areas within the Foothills Subarea.
The internal capture was applied to account for trips between residential/retail,
residential/government, and retail/residential. Internal capture was not used to account for
retail/retail trips, which is already accounted for in the Shopping Center ITE land use
code 820. Based on standard practice, the ITE method for estimating trip generation at
multi-use sites was applied. The internal capture for the Columbia Valley UGA provides
an overall reduction of 14 to 15 percent.
The limited road network within the Columbia Valley UGA could mean some internal
trips travel along primary roadways; however, this is likely only to affect Kendall Road
where a majority of the traffic would be distributed. Based on the estimated internal trips
and the Columbia Valley area trip distribution, there is a maximum potential of
approximately 150 to 300 weekday PM peak hour internal trips along Kendall Road
depending on the land use alternative. This represents approximately 10 to 15 percent of
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the projected 2031 traffic along Kendall Road. As noted previously, traffic volumes
fluctuate, on average, by approximately 10 to 15 percent per day; therefore, the potential
increase in trips along Kendall Road is within the day to day fluctuation of traffic.
In addition, the intent of the transportation analysis is to identify the relative differences
between the Alternatives. Therefore, since internal capture was calculated consistently
between the Alternatives, relative differences can be identified.
7 - Comment noted. The transportation analysis has been updated (see the Final SEIS
Chapter 4).
8 –Potential mitigation for the SR 542/SR 547 intersections includes consolidation of
these locations into one intersection (which would allow for realignment and
reconfiguration) and provision of either a traffic signal or roundabout. The revised
transportation analysis shows a single-lane roundabout would operate at LOS B during
the PM peak hour. As discussed previously, the intent of the transportation analysis was
to identify relative differences between the alternatives. Therefore, prior to improving the
SR 542/SR 547 intersection, the County and the WSDOT would conduct a more rigorous
evaluation of the traffic operations, potential traffic control, and the overall intersection
design concepts.
9 - The comment indicates concern related to the existing base year traffic counts and
seasonal traffic patterns through the study area. These issues were raised in a previous
comment (see response to comment Bullets #3 and #4). The transportation analysis has
been revised to reflect the higher traffic volumes along Kendall Road.
Other comments are noted.
8.

Response to Darlene Creasey comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 51)

The SEIS relates to the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan and alternatives. It does not address
a specific development proposal.
The comment indicates concern relating to funding of public facilities and services. A
similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 7).
On-site roadways will be designed and built based on adopted County street design
standards.
The comment also indicates concern related to the existing base year traffic counts and
operations at the SR 542/SR 547 intersection. These issues were raised in a previous
letter (see response to comment # 7). The transportation analysis has been revised to
reflect the higher traffic volumes along Kendall Road and the appropriate configuration
of the SR 542/SR 547 intersection as three separate intersections.
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The SEIS identifies potential facility planning and/or staffing levels needed for schools,
fire protection/EMS, law enforcement and transportation to serve the three growth
alternatives. The SEIS acknowledges that adequate financial and human resources will
have to be allocated in order to ensure that mitigation is effective. However, the SEIS
cannot allocate nor guarantee specific funding sources for public facilities or services for
any particular alternative. Therefore, the SEIS does not assume funding will be available
for these improvements. Rather, it provides information to decision makers, who will
have to consider the ability to fund additional public services and facilities when adopting
a land use plan for the Foothills Subarea.
Air quality, light pollution, noise, geological issues, and fish & wildlife habitat were not
identified as being within the scope of the SEIS and, therefore, were not addressed.
However, the water quality and quantity analysis in the SEIS addresses certain elements
necessary for protecting fish habitat.
Capacity of existing water and sewer facilities, and the need to plan for expanded
capacity, is addressed in chapter 8 of the SEIS.
Other comments are noted.
9.

Response to Walter Creasey comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 52)

Comments noted.
10.

Response to Foothills Friends comments dated September 4 and September
12, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 53)
Population Projections

Whatcom County, in association with the cities, is in the process of conducting the tenyear UGA review required by the Growth Management Act. The intent of this review is
to ensure that UGAs throughout the County can accommodate the urban growth projected
to occur in the County for the 20-year planning period (RCW 36.70A.130(3)). A Growth
Management Coordinating Council (GMCC), composed of elected officials from the
County and seven cities in Whatcom County, has been formed to provide interjurisdictional coordination and assist with this process. Additionally, consultant services
have been acquired to assist in developing the population projections. The GMCC and
the Whatcom County Planning Commission will recommend 20-year population
allocations to the various UGAs in Whatcom County in 2009. The County Council will
adopt population allocations later in 2009.
The SEIS contains a range of population projections for Columbia Valley:
Alternative 1 Columbia Valley UGA: 7,053
Alternative 2 Columbia Valley UGA: 5,833
Alternative 3 Columbia Valley area: 4,925
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Decision makers are not required to pick one of these exact projections, but must utilize a
projection within this range (unless further environmental analysis is completed). It is
possible that the 20-year projection that will come out the 10-year UGA review process
will be within the range set forth above. If not, additional environmental analysis will be
performed. In any event, utilizing a range of population projections in the SEIS gives
decision makers options relating to planning for growth in the area. Population
projections ultimately adopted in the subarea plan will have to be coordinated and
consistent with the population projections adopted through the 10-year UGA review
process. However, there is no requirement that an EIS use only one population projection
prepared by a consultant or advisory body.
According to the Draft Whatcom County Countywide Population and Employment
Growth Projections (Berk & Associates, September 23, 2008) “. . . Overall, from 2002
through 2008, both ECONorthwest’s and OFM’s baseline population forecasts have
matched very closely with the actual estimated population growth in Whatcom County. .
.” (p. 2). In their 2002 study, ECONorthwest projected that there would be a total of
190,948 people in Whatcom County in 2008 (Whatcom County Population and Economic
Forecasts, ECONorthwest, May 2002, p. 2-3). Earlier this year, the State Office of
Financial Management (OFM) estimated that there were 191,000 people in Whatcom
County in 2008.
ECONorthwest’s baseline and high population projections for the Columbia Valley UGA
were lower than actual growth. ECONorthwest’s baseline projection indicated that the
Columbia Valley UGA would grow to 3,104 people by 2007 and their high projection
was that the UGA would grow to 3,765 people by 2007 (Whatcom County Population
and Economic Forecasts, ECONorthwest, May 2002, pp. 3-9 and 3-14). The Draft
Foothills Subarea Plan estimated that the population had grown to 3,853 as of 2006.
Gasoline Prices
Studying the effects of gas and propane prices is not within the scope of the SEIS.
Gasoline prices have historically fluctuated based upon a variety of factors, including
global economic conditions and world events. While these fuels are a finite resource,
alternative energy, technologies that allow people to work from remote locations, land
supply in other areas, affordability of housing, income levels, etc. may also impact the
number of residents and traffic.
Balfour Village
The SEIS relates to the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan and alternatives. It does not address
a specific development proposal.
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Traffic
The comment indicates concern related to the existing base year traffic counts. This issue
was raised in a previous letter (see response to comment # 7). The transportation analysis
has been revised to reflect the higher traffic volumes along Kendall Road.
The transportation analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into
consideration the Tilgham Group comments. The comment also indicates a desire to
respond to the Tilghman Group comments dated July 15, 2008. A response to comments
has been previously provided (see response to comment # 7).
The transportation analysis approach was developed based on input provided by the City
of Bellingham. As a result of the discussions with the City, two additional intersections
where analyzed (SR 542/Britton Road and SR 542/McLeod Road). The analysis has been
updated to reflect the appropriate configuration of the SR 542/SR 547 intersection as
three separate intersections. Figure 1 of the Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis –
Summary of Results dated May 28, 2008 shows the study area for the transportation
analysis. The analysis evaluates key intersections most likely to be impacted by the
Alternatives.
The Final SEIS Chapter 4 Transportation describes how the increased development in the
Foothills Subarea would impact the study intersections depending on the Alternative. The
intent of the transportation analysis is to identify the level of improvements that would be
necessary to address transportation impacts with each land use alternative.
The transportation analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into
consideration the Tilgham Group comments. A response to comments has been
previously provided (see response comment # 7).
Financial Assumptions
The Draft SEIS does not assume that funding will automatically be available. In fact, the
Draft SEIS states:
Mitigation measures proposed in this SEIS should be effective to mitigate adverse
impacts, if implemented as intended. This means that appropriation of adequate
financial and human resources would be needed in order to ensure the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures (p. 11).
Funding is not allocated though the SEIS process and, therefore, the SEIS cannot assure
funding.
With regard to jobs, the County acquired the services of ECONorthwest to develop low,
baseline and high employment forecasts (ECONorthwest, Foothills Subarea Economic
Analysis, June 12, 2007). ECONorthwest considered a variety of factors, including existing
employment, when developing the forecasts. The SEIS presents alternatives with associated
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employment forecasts for consideration by decision makers. Decision makers will ultimately
have to decide which forecast, and associated land use plan, to select.

With regard to fire protection, the SEIS can not secure money for staff or facilities and or
recruit volunteer staff. The SEIS identifies the need for additional career staff, volunteer
staff, and facility planning. The SEIS recognizes that Fire District 14 has had difficulty
recruiting and retaining volunteers. This is consistent with trends in Washington State
and the nation. Decision makers will have to weigh the ability of the Fire District to raise
funds and recruit volunteers when selecting a land use plan.
The SEIS provides alternative courses of action for decision makers to choose from.
Decision makers should consider projected funding for law enforcement when selecting a
land use alternative.
Schools
The number of students in the Mount Baker School District has been updated in the Final
SEIS. The downward trend in enrollment is recognized in the Draft SEIS (pp. 56-57).
The Draft SEIS utilized student generation rates from the Mount Baker School District’s
Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan to assess the need for additional classroom space (p. 58).
If downward or flat enrollment trends continue, then the District may simply choose not
to construct projects identified through the capital improvement planning process.
Water Quality and Quantity
With regard to water quality and quantity:
• Comments indicating concerns relating to the quantitative groundwater model
were also raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #6).
• All references in the SEIS to a numerical groundwater model have been replaced
by quantitative groundwater model.
• Comments specific to the Water Quantity and Quality Report are noted, however
the text of the report will not be edited.
• With regard to impacts to fish mortality, the criteria for evaluating a significant
impact to surface water quantity and quality in the Water Quantity and Quality
Report were the Minimum Instream Flow rules and state surface water quality
standards for the surface waters in the subarea. These rules and standards have
been designed to be protective of fish. In other words, impacts to fish were
considered in evaluating the significance of impacts to surface waters. The SEIS
has been edited to make this link clearer.
• The nitrate loading analysis in the DRAFT SEIS assumed that groundwater
passing beneath the northern Paradise Lakes subdivision discharges into Sprague
and Kendall Lakes. Nitrate loading from the northern Paradise Lakes subdivision
would, therefore, not be cumulative with nitrate loading from southern Paradise
Lakes subdivision. The comment suggests that a deeper, regional flow path is
present that allows groundwater to pass beneath Kendall and Sprague Lakes
(ultimately discharging to the Nooksack River) and therefore, the nitrate loading
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would be cumulative. Low-permeability buried landslide deposits are believed to
have created a subsurface damming effect that limits southerly groundwater flow
and would minimize deeper groundwater flow paths. If deeper flow paths are
present, they are not likely to be significantly impacted by nitrates. Nitrate
loading is typically concentrated in the upper portion of the aquifer (the Ecology
mixing model default value assumes mixing is limited to the uppermost 20 ft of
the aquifer). Moreover, monitoring of high-density, non-sewered areas is
recommended in the SEIS to ensure that State water quality standards for nitrate
are met.
Other comments are noted.
Miscellaneous Issues

The planning horizon year will be modified to 2031 (see response to comment # 23
below).
Revised vehicle trips, intersection impacts and additional school staff needed to support
the land use alternatives have been inserted in the SEIS summary.
The SEIS does not identify specific fire protection/EMS capital facility improvements
needed for this planning level effort. However, mitigation does include developing a
capital facilities plan that would evaluate whether a new fire station is needed in the
Columbia Valley or whether an addition is needed for the existing Kendall Fire Station.
Fire District 14 is engaging in capital facility planning that will result in an analysis of
needed facilities (see Fire Protection District No. 14 letter of September 13, 2008).
Therefore, specific facility improvements were not included in the SEIS summary.
Chapter 7 of the Draft SEIS indicates the approximate square footage needed to house
law enforcement activities, but notes that the County’s model is to provide a centralized
law and justice campus near Bellingham with satellite offices in various areas, including
the Foothills Subarea. It may be confusing to reference the square footage in the
summary table without a more lengthy explanation indicating that some of this space
would be at a centralized campus and not within the Foothills Subarea.
The Draft SEIS indicated that “. . . It is unknown how many connections would be
needed for the industrial area north of Limestone Rd., as industrial uses vary in water
consumption and wastewater disposal, depending on the type of industry. . .” (p. 79). This
uncertainty has existed since the UGA was originally adopted in 1999 and continues to
exist today. Several mitigation measures are proposed to address this uncertainty.
Decision makers will have to decide whether to proceed with the light impact industrial
designations in light of the uncertainty and proposed mitigation to address the
uncertainty. Another possibility would be to take the industrial area out of the UGA and
designate it as an urban reserve area that could be added back in the UGA if and when
water and sewer planning have been accomplished.
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With regard to water quantity and quality:
• With regard to the comments indicating concern relating to the quantitative
groundwater model, this issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to
comment #6).
• With regard to previously unidentified landfills in the subarea. This issue was
raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #2).
• With regard to the cone of depression around a well: as water is withdrawn from a
well, a cone of depression will develop and expand until it intercepts sufficient
recharge to balance the well discharge. This recharge to the well will be offset by
a decline in discharge somewhere else in the aquifer. A new equilibrium will
eventually develop within the aquifer where well discharge is balanced by
recharge. If a low permeability boundary such as bedrock is encountered by the
cone of depression, an equilibrium may not be established and water levels in the
aquifer will continue to decline and the aquifer could be depleted.6 The geometry
of the cone of depression depends on many factors including the aquifer storage,
aquifer transmissivity, pumping rate and pumping duration. Wells completed in
an unconfined aquifer, such as in the Columbia Valley UGA, have relatively
greater storage and smaller cones of depression than confined aquifers. Confined
aquifers can have low storage and the cone of depression may influence large
areas. Aquifer transmissivity is the rate that water flows through a unit width of
aquifer. Wells with high transmissivity will have less drawdown and a broader
cone of depression than wells with lower transmissivity, all other factors being
equal. For a given aquifer, an increase in pumping rates will result in increased
drawdown and a steeper gradient in the cone of depression. Longer pumping
intervals will expand the radius of influence of the well. 7
• With regard to impacts on the Kendall Creek Hatchery: water quantity and quality
impacts in the Kendall Creek watershed have the potential to impact hatchery
operations in terms of quantity, quality and timing of both surface water and
groundwater utilized by the hatchery. However, since the hatchery already
supplements their water supplies through groundwater withdrawals that are likely
in hydraulic continuity with the Nooksack River and the Upper Valley Alluvial
aquifer, the hatchery operations will not likely be impacted significantly by
changes in the Kendall Creek watershed. The Kendall Creek Hatchery operations
are also part of the existing condition. No changes are anticipated in the
hatchery’s operations under any of the alternatives so there is no additional impact
on water quantity or quality anticipated from the hatchery.
• With regard to impacts on wild fish in Kendall Creek: these impacts are linked to
both water quantity (streamflows) and quality (particularly temperature), impacts
that cannot be quantified without a quantitative groundwater model. The SEIS
text has been edited to clarify this.
• With regard to water quantity for public water systems and exempt wells outside
of the UGA: the Water Quantity and Quality Report identified that consumptive
water use outside the UGA could increase up to 27 acre feet per year under
Alternative 2 (p. 49). This additional groundwater withdrawal is not considered a
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significant impact since it represents such a small percentage of the Nooksack
River streamflow and groundwater flow in the Upper Valley Alluvial aquifer.
With regard to water quantity for exempt wells inside the UGA: the Water
Quantity and Quality Report indicates that increased volumes of infiltrated
stormwater will offset groundwater use on an annual basis resulting in no negative
impact on groundwater resources within the UGA. Impacts of pumping on a
seasonal basis would be best evaluated through a quantitative groundwater model
(see response to comment #6).
With regard to potential impacts to groundwater quality that may effect exempt
wells and public water systems both inside and outside the UGA: these impacts
were identified in the DRAFT SEIS as infiltration of contaminated stormwater
and nitrate loading from septic effluent (DRAFT SEIS pp. 107-108). Mitigation
measures for potential groundwater quality impacts both inside and outside the
UGA were also identified in the DRAFT SEIS (pp. 109-111).
With regard to impact to wetlands: these impacts were considered in terms of
impacts both surface water and groundwater quantity and quality. Wetlands in the
Foothills Subarea have been designated for protection and management in
accordance with the Growth Management Act through Whatcom County’s
Critical Areas Ordinance. More specific analyses, including a soils survey, were
outside the scope of the DRAFT SEIS.
Agricultural Lands

The SEIS states that approximately 2.26% of the Foothills Subarea is actually used for
agriculture (p. 26). This equates to about 3,000 acres. The SEIS recognizes that this
acreage is greater than the acreage in the Agriculture comprehensive plan designation.
Environmental Impact Mitigation
Modifications were made to the “Significant Environmental Impacts that cannot be
Mitigated” section of Chapter 1 in the Final SEIS.
Grocery Store in the UGA
The Draft SEIS mentions grocery stores as an example of the Small Town Commercial
(STC) zone’s size limitations for certain uses. The SEIS does not indicate that sewer
would be required for commercial development in the STC zone under alternative 3.
Rather, the SEIS simply makes factual statements that sewer is not currently available,
the GMA discourages sewer outside of UGAs, and on-site sewage disposal systems
would be needed to serve commercial development in the STC zone (p. 37). The SEIS
does not address the Aiki Homes proposal for a certain size grocery store.
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SEIS vs. EIS
The SEPA Rules state that a supplemental EIS shall be prepared if:
(a) There are substantial changes to a proposal so that the proposal is likely to have
significant adverse environmental impacts; or
(b) There is significant new information indicating, or on, a proposal's probable
significant adverse environmental impacts (WAC 197-11-405(4)).
A final environmental impact statement was prepared on the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan in 1996. Under the Growth Management Act, subarea plans are an
element of the comprehensive plan (RCW 36.70A.080). There have been substantial
changes and new information since the original EIS was formulated. Therefore, the
supplemental EIS is appropriate.
SEIS Scope
In December 2007, the Responsible Official determined that the SEIS would address
potentially significant impacts to transportation, land use, public facilities and services,
and water quality. Water quantity was added later in response to public comments.
Significant impacts to other features were not identified, especially when viewed in the
context of existing regulations that will address critical areas and other issues when site
specific development proposals are submitted.
Other Comments
Other comments are noted.
11.

Response to Martha Sirguy comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 69)

The SEIS is not intended to specifically identify funding mechanisms. Local school
districts have the discretion to pursue funding sources they deem appropriate. The
“Potential mitigation common to all three alternatives” section in chapter 5 has been
modified in the Final SEIS to recognize funding needs for capital facilities. A nonproject EIS generally contains less detailed information and cannot address items such as
water, sewer, transportation costs, maintenance, and curriculum associated with future
school improvements. A non-project EIS is not intended to predict the probability of
voter approval of tax increases.
The Foothills Subarea Plan contains proposed Policy T11-C to “Promote and encourage
the provision of public transit as demand increases in the Foothills Subarea.” This policy
was inserted in chapter 4 of the SEIS as potential mitigation for transportation impacts for
all three alternatives. It makes sense to promote public transit, regardless of which
alternative is chosen. The Subarea Plan is a long-range planning document. Public
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agencies may go through times of financial difficulty over the planning period. However,
this does not negate the concept of enhancing transit service over time, in accordance
with available financial resources.
Other comments are noted.
12.

Response to Carl Steiner comments dated September 4 and September 15,
2008 (Appendix K, p. 70)

The comment indicates concern related to the analysis of the SR 542/SR 547 intersection.
This issue was raised in a previous letter (see response to comment # 7). The
transportation analysis has been revised to reflect the appropriate configuration of the SR
542/SR 547 intersection as three separate intersections.
The transportation analysis evaluated the relative differences between the land use
alternatives and identifies the magnitude of mitigation necessary to accommodate each
alternative. Existing traffic data is shown in the Final SEIS Chapter 4 relating to
Transportation.
The transportation analysis approach was developed based on input provided by the City
of Bellingham. As a result of the discussions with the City, two additional intersections
where analyzed (SR 542/Britton Road and SR 542/McLeod Road).
The comment indicates concern relating to agricultural lands. This issue was raised by a
previous letter (see response to comment # 2).
13.

Response to Peggy Taphouse comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 73)

With regard to the comments about wells running dry at the end of summer: this concern
was shared by several other comments on the DRAFT SEIS. The reasons for particular
wells having lower production in the summer would need to be evaluated on a case-bycase basis. Lower production may be the result of well construction rather than the
overall conditions of the aquifer.
With regard to the comment indicating concern relating to previously unidentified
landfills in the subarea, this issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to
comment #2).
Other comments are noted.
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14.

Response to Rob Taphouse comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix K,
p. 74)

With regard to the comments indicating concern relating to groundwater quantity, this
issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #13).
Other comments are noted.
15.

Response to Michael Zukerman comments dated September 4, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 75)

Comments noted.
16.

Response to Nori Zukerman comments dated September 4, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 76)

The comment indicates concern relating to funding of public facilities and services (fire
protection, EMS and law enforcement). Similar issues were raised by a previous letter
(see response to comment # 7). Fire protection concerns, including volunteer recruitment
and financial issues, were also raised by Fire Protection District No. 14 (see response to
comment # 32).
Other comments are noted.
17.

Response to Chris Babin comments dated September 6 and September 13,
2008 (Appendix K, p. 78)

Comments noted.
18.

Response to Jo Anne Harrison comments dated September 8, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 80)

Comments noted.
19.

Response to WSDOT comments dated September 8, 2008 (Appendix K, p.
81)

The transportation analysis provides a comprehensive list of study intersections as well as
additional detail on the intersection operations (see Foothills Subarea Transportation
Analysis – Summary of Results dated May 28, 2008 and the Final SEIS Chapter 4 relating
to Transportation).
The comment indicates concern related to the analysis of the SR 542/SR 547 intersection.
This issue was raised in a previous letter (see response to comment # 7). The
transportation analysis has been revised to reflect the appropriate configuration of the SR
542/SR 547 intersection as three separate intersections.
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It is understood by the County that there are periods of high seasonal use along the SR
542 highway corridor; however, it is anticipated that roadways and intersections would
be designed for average weekday PM peak hour conditions rather than seasonal flows. As
described in the Final SEIS Chapter 4, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine
the implication on intersection operations with additional peak seasonal traffic for the
Alternative 1 mitigated conditions. The analysis shows that even with the proposed
mitigations for Alternative 1, peak seasonal conditions may cause several locations to
operate below the minimum LOS C standard.
This sensitivity analysis is provided to illustrate the affects of seasonal traffic. However,
roadways and intersections would be designed for average weekday PM peak hour
conditions which would provide sufficient capacity to serve a majority of traffic
conditions.
20.

Response to Norma Otto comments dated September 9, 2008 (Appendix K, p.
82)

Comments noted.
21.

Response to Leroy Still comments dated September 9, 2008 (Appendix K, p.
85)

The comment indicates concern relating to the quantitative groundwater model. This
issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #6).
With regard to wildlife impacts, analyses of these impacts were outside the scope of the
SEIS.
Draft Foothills Subarea Plan Policy U1-B is to “Facilitate collaboration between the
water districts serving the Columbia Valley to provide water and wastewater treatment at
urban levels of service.” This policy was included in chapter 8 of the SEIS as a potential
mitigation measure for alternatives 1 and 2. Policy U1-B would, after Subarea Plan
adoption, encourage collaboration among the districts. It is not intended to make a
statement about the current situation.
Draft Foothills Subarea Plan Policies U1-A and U3-B are listed in chapter 8 of the SEIS
as potential mitigation for alternatives 1 and 2. Policy U1-A is to “Encourage sewer
system reinvestment to expand sanitary sewer provision in the entire UGA consistent
with anticipated increases in development intensity.” Policy U3-B is to “Ensure water
supply and wastewater treatment are adequate and appropriate for likely light impact
industrial or commercial development.” These policies would facilitate the growth
management goal to provide adequate services to the UGA. The SEIS does not indicate
that the districts would have to be combined (although the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
does mention this possibility on p. 144).
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Other comments are noted.
22.

Response to Linda Dorsett comments dated September 10, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 87)

The comment indicates concern related to trip distribution and travel pattern assumptions.
This issue was raised in a previous letter (see response to comment # 7). A portion of
future residential growth in the subarea is expected to continue to travel to and from the
City of Bellingham, which is the primary economic hub on Whatcom County.
Other comments are noted.
23.

Response to Rebecca Boonstra comments dated September 11, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 89)

The comment letter expresses concern about utilizing different population projections for
each of the three alternatives. The SEIS is intended to examine a range of alternatives.
Additionally, in growth management planning, there is a close connection between
population projections, UGA size and intensity of uses. The population projection for
alternative 1 was recommended by the Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory Committee. The
alternative 1 UGA was sized appropriately to accommodate this population projection. A
lower projection was selected for alternative 2 to ascertain how this might impact land
use designations, public facilities, etc.
Additionally, UGAs are different planning designations than LAMIRDs. UGAs are
intended to accommodate urban growth, but LAMIRDs are not. Therefore, different
levels of population growth are anticipated in these designations. It would not be
appropriate to accommodate urban levels of population growth in a LAMIRD. If a
higher population projection was considered for alternative 3, the County would be
allocating resources to study a projection that could not occur in the LAMIRD
designation.
A different population projection for each alternative gives decision makers a range of
options to choose from, while maintaining the connection between the population
projection and associated land use designations.
The comment letter also raises concerns about the planning horizon years for the three
alternatives. The Foothills Subarea Plan update process began in 2005 when the County
Council passed Resolution # 2005-062 creating the Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory
Committee. The actual update process began in 2006 when the committee was appointed
and a planning consultant retained to assist with the process.
The contract with the planning consultant indicated that the 20-year planning period
would extend to 2027. The rationale was that the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan
was adopted in 1997 and the GMA required review of UGAs 10 years later by 2007
(RCW 36.70A.130(3)(a)). Additionally, the UGAs had to accommodate the urban
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growth projected to occur for the succeeding twenty-year period (RCW
36.70A.130(3)(b)). Therefore, a planning horizon year of 2027 was selected for the
Foothills Subarea Plan update.
The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan was issued by the Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory
Committee in October 2007. However, a Western Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board case stated that subarea plans must use the same planning period as the
County comprehensive plan (Abenroth, et al., v. Skagit County, Western Washington
Growth Management Hearings Board, Case No. 97-2-0060c (August 6, 2007)). The
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan currently has a 2022 planning horizon.
Therefore, a 2022 planning horizon was utilized for alternatives 2 and 3 in the Draft
SEIS.
The County Council passed Resolution 2008-007 in February 2008, using a 2022
planning horizon for the 10-year UGA review. The 10-year UGA review was appealed.
A stipulation between the petitioners and Whatcom County dated June 5, 2008 indicated
that the 10-year review was not completed and that it would “cover the period of time
running twenty years from the date of completion of the review.” A Western Washington
Growth Management Hearings Board decision dated July 2, 2008 required the County to
complete the 10-year UGA review by June 30, 2009 (Petree, et al., v. Whatcom County,
et al., Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, Case No. 08-2-0021c
Order Finding Noncompliance, July 2, 2008). This would result in 2029 as the minimum
planning horizon year.
However, Whatcom County is also required to complete the 7-year update of the
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan by December 1, 2011 under RCW 36.70A.130. A
20-year planning period from 2011 would extend to 2031, which is the planning horizon
now being utilized for both the 10-year UGA review and the 7-year comprehensive plan
update process.
The planning horizon in the Foothills Subarea Plan SEIS will be modified to 2031 for all
three alternatives, consistent with the anticipated planning horizon that will be adopted in
the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan next year. However, the population
projections for the alternatives will not be modified. Allocation of population to various
locations throughout the County is, at least in part, a policy choice for elected decision
makers. There is no requirement to extrapolate future growth based upon past growth
patterns or trends. Therefore, the SEIS population projections for the three alternatives
will remain the same, but with the planning assumption that these projections will be
reached at a date more distant in the future. If the County Council ultimately chooses a
projection for the Columbia Valley UGA that is higher than analyzed in the Final SEIS,
then additional environmental assessment will be required.
The comment indicates concern related to the horizon year for the original transportation
analysis and funding of transportation improvements. The horizon year of transportation
analysis has been revised to provide a consistent analysis of each Alternative for the 2031
horizon year. In addition, potential funding sources have generally been identified
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including federal, state, and developer contributions. These issues were also raised in
other comments (see responses to comment #30 and comment #6).
Other comments are noted.
24.

Response to Nannette Dominguez comments dated September 11, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 91)

Definitions of “significant” and “reasonable alternative” have been inserted in chapter 1
of the Final SEIS (see definitions in WAC 197-11-786 and WAC 197-11-794).
With regard to comments concerning Chapter 10 (Water Quantity):
• The SEIS text has been edited to indicate that potential impacts to water quantity
in Kendall and Sprague lakes could be addressed through a groundwater model.
Analysis of impacts to wildlife such as waterfowl is outside the scope of the
DRAFT SEIS.
• The SEIS text has been edited to clarify that additional groundwater withdrawals
could be significant on areas of the aquifer that are particularly sensitive to
withdrawals. Specific areas where the impacts could occur cannot be identified
without more detail about the aquifer and the additional withdrawals.
• With regard to concern about additional study (i.e. a quantitative groundwater
model): this issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #6).
• The average daily demand (ADD) for WCWD#13 used for future development
scenarios was based on information in the WCWD#13 Water System Plan (2005).
If system improvements were not made to decrease the ADD per connection for
the system, and the ADD remained 360 gpd, consumptive water use would
increase 257, 160 and 83 acre feet per year under alternatives 1, 2 and 3,
respectively. These consumptive water use values could still be mitigated by
infiltration of stormwater runoff (see Water Quantity chapter for Potential
Mitigation under Alternative 1, DRAFT SEIS p. 99). The text for the SEIS has
not been changed to reflect a high ADD value since the proposed system
improvements will likely occur.
• Other comments are noted.
With regard to comments concerning Chapter 11 (Water Quality):
• With regard to impacts to water temperatures being worsened by global warming,
evaluating the impacts to water quality under each alternative with respect to
climate change was outside the scope of the DRAFT SEIS.
• With regard to a quantitative groundwater model, this issue was raised by a
previous letter (see response to comment #6).
• Other comments are noted.
The Bay to Baker Trail (Kendall to Limestone Rd.), which is in the Parks, Trails and
Activity Centers chapter of the SEIS, would generally connect the population base in the
Columbia Valley to Kendall area (but not directly to the school). Additionally, on a
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policy level, Policy LU2-E in the School chapter of the SEIS addresses linking UGA
neighborhoods to the Kendall School.
The SEIS addresses environmental impacts. Determining the monetary costs of facility
upgrades is beyond the scope of the SEIS.
Maple Falls and Glacier both have commercial zoning districts under all three land use
alternatives. However, they do not have a “town center” designation like the Columbia
Valley UGA does under alternative 1. The Growth Management Act limits intensive
development in rural areas such as Maple Falls and Glacier. Therefore, these areas may
not be appropriate for the same intensity of uses as allowed in a UGA.
The “Industrial” heading refers to light industrial, as noted in the text below it. It does
not refer to heavy impact industrial.
Implementation projects are addressed in chapter 15 of the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan
(Oct. 2007). These projects are not, for the most part, repeated in the SEIS.
The comment indicates concern related to seasonal traffic patterns through the study area.
These issues were raised in a previous comment (see response to comment # 7). The
transportation analysis has been revised to reflect the higher traffic volumes along
Kendall Road. It is understood by the County that there are periods of high seasonal use
along the SR 542 highway corridor; however, it is anticipated that roadways and
intersections would be designed for average weekday PM peak hour conditions rather
than seasonal flows.
Alternative 1 has been developed to balance housing and jobs. It is noted that the Subarea
population would be approximately 11,000 persons by 2031 under alternative 1;
however, this includes children, retired person, and other non-working persons. In
addition, the County recognized that not all jobs within the Foothills Subarea will support
people’s interests and/or needs. Therefore, commuting out of the area would occur.
The comment indicates concern related to the “scenic value of the Mt. Baker Highway”
and the potential traffic signals needed as mitigation with each Alternative. Similar issues
were raised in a previous comment (see response to comment Bullets #7 Tilghman Group
July 15, 2008). Urban traffic levels are estimated to occur with the proposed alternatives.
Comment noted. The County understands the benefits of providing bicycle and pedestrian
facilities through the study area.
The comment also indicates additional WTA service should be provided. WTA is
responsible for transit service within Whatcom County. Additional service to the subarea
will be prioritized against other locations within the County that may also require
increased service due to growth.
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Policy T1-C, which is referenced in the Transportation chapter of the SEIS, would seek to
preserve the scenic value of the Mount Baker Highway corridor by preserving mature
vegetation along the corridor. However, the extent to which traffic signals (or
roundabouts) and additional congestion impact the scenic value of the Mount Baker
highway was not identified as a significant issue to study in the SEIS.
Potential mitigation measures in the SEIS to address emergency response times include
establishing a level of service standard, performing capital facility planning, employing
full-time or part-time firefighters, evaluating new strategies to retain and recruit
volunteers and other measures. Selection of a land use alternative is also an important
consideration. Fire protection concerns, including volunteer retention and recruitment
issues, were also raised by Fire Protection District No. 14 (see response to comment #
32).
Historical data relating to calls for law enforcement assistance to the Columbia Valley
area have been inserted in chapter 7 of the Final SEIS.
The sewer treatment plant is permitted to treat a certain volume of wastewater, which is
identified in gallons per day rather than connections. However, to provide a meaningful
comparison to the water capacity, this approved sewer treatment capacity has been
translated from volume to estimated additional connections. Potential construction of a
new sewer treatment plant at a different location is beyond the scope of this non-project
SEIS.
The Parks, Trails and Activity Centers chapter of the SEIS states that the official level of
service for trails is met, but the SEIS still provides trail mitigation projects. A potential
mitigation measure to add a policy to the Subarea Plan to create safe routes to school has
been inserted in chapter 5 of the Final SEIS.
The SEIS for a non-project action does not require that funding come from a certain
group. Developer mitigation costs are determined through the development permit
approval process, in accordance with applicable codes.
The comment indicates concern relating to air quality. This issue was raised by previous
letter (see response to comment # 7).
Other comments are noted.
25.

Response to Carolyn M. Ferrer comments dated September 11, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 96)

The comment indicates concern relating to the planning periods and population
projections utilized in the three alternatives. Similar issues were raised by a previous
letter (see response to comment # 23).
Other comments are noted.
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26.

Response to Jerry W. Lair comments dated September 11, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 98)

Transportation mitigation would be phased as development and traffic demand increase.
Other comments noted.
27.

Response to North Cascades Audubon Society comments dated September
11, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 99)

With regard to a quantitative groundwater model, this issue was raised by a previous
letter (see response to comment #6).
With regard to the long term performance of LID measures, including infiltration: the
long term performance of stormwater management facilities is included in the design
criteria (Ecology Stormwater Management Manual).
With regard to wildlife impacts, the DRAFT SEIS considered impacts to fish species in
terms of impacts to water quality and quantity impacts. The DRAFT SEIS also identified
mitigation measures for these potential impacts so that fish species will not be impacted
by degraded surface and groundwater resources. Analysis of impacts to other wildlife
species was outside the scope of the DRAFT SEIS.
The existing Columbia Valley UGA, which was adopted by the County Council in 1999,
includes approximately 160 acres zoned Rural Forestry. These lands are not designated
resource lands of long-term significance under chapter 8 of the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan (Map # 20). As mentioned in the Draft SEIS, an additional 40 acres
of Rural Forestry zoning would be added to the east side of the UGA under Alternative 1.
This land currently has a Rural comprehensive plan designation, rather than a Rural
Forestry comprehensive plan designation (which means it is not designated resource
lands). Therefore, designated resource lands would not be converted to other land use
designations under any of the three alternatives.
Additionally, SEIS recognizes policies in the Draft Subarea Plan as potential mitigation
for all three alternatives. These policies, contained in chapter 3 of the SEIS, are
summarized as follows:
•

Policy LU1-B – Strongly discourage rezoning Commercial Forestry zones.

•

Policy LU1-C – Strongly discourage rezoning Rural Forestry zones, except
within the proposed UGA.

These policies would be considered by the County Council when evaluating any future
rezone requests.
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The transportation analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into
consideration the data provided by the Tilgham Group (see response to comment # 7).
The transportation analysis has been revised to reflect the higher traffic volumes along
Kendall Road.
In regards to the County road fund, the transportation mitigation necessary to improve
intersection conditions to LOS C or D, will likely require new funding sources.
Other comments are noted.
28.

Response to Susan Windnagel comments dated September 11, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 101)

The County recognizes that during construction there will be an increase in heavy
vehicles and other construction related traffic within the area. A Traffic Control Plan
would be developed to minimize construction impacts, and repairs to the roadways would
be made, if necessary.
Bicycle facilities would be desirable under any of the alternatives. The County has not
established a bicycle level-of-service standard to require off-site bicycle facilities as part
of new development.
With regard to comments related to water quantity, quality and wildlife, the DRAFT
SEIS considered impacts to the water table through additional water use and stormwater
pollutants from lawns, vehicles, and commercial businesses. The DRAFT SEIS also
identified mitigation measures for these potential impacts to fish. Analysis of impacts to
other wildlife species was outside the scope of the DRAFT SEIS.
Pollution, light, and noise were not within the scope of the SEIS and, therefore, were not
addressed.
The comment indicates concern relating to funding of public facilities and services. A
similar issue was raised by previous letter (see response to comment # 7).
Other comments are noted.
29.

Response to Concerned Citizens in the Columbia Valley UGA comments
dated September 12, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 103)

Comments noted.
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30.

Response to Richard Dawson & Darrell Bornstien of Holly Associates, LLC
and Kevin Zender & Jack Hovenier of S.C. Goshen, LLC comments dated
September 12, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 109)
The Existence of the Columbia Valley UGA

The comment questions the appropriateness of considering removal of the UGA in the
SEIS (essentially, that alternative 3 is inappropriate as it relates to the Columbia Valley
UGA). A similar issue was raised by previous letter (see response to comment # 1).
The Columbia Valley UGA designation is not being appealed at this time. Rather, the
SEIS contains alternatives that decision makers can consider in the Subarea Plan adoption
process.
The SEPA Rules indicate that the SEIS must state areas of controversy. Letters
submitted to the County indicate that the existence of the Columbia Valley UGA is an
area of controversy.
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan currently supports the Columbia Valley UGA
status, as mentioned in the comment letter. However, the legislative body of Whatcom
County does have the ability to change the Comprehensive Plan. The three alternatives
provide decision makers with a range of options to consider.
Columbia Valley Size, Configuration, Land Uses and Services
An EIS is intended to assess the environmental impact of proposed agency action and
inform decision makers and the public of reasonable alternatives. It is not intended to
justify decisions already made. As such, it is appropriate to examine different sizes,
configurations and land uses for the UGA.
New development at the density existing within the Peaceful Valley and Paradise Lakes
subdivisions would not be appropriate for rural areas. However, the Growth
Management Act allows limited areas of more intensive rural development (LAMIRDs)
in the rural element of the comprehensive plan. Existing areas, developed at these
densities prior to 1990, can be considered candidates for LAMIRD status under the
GMA. It should be noted that there are other subareas in Whatcom County, such as the
South Fork Valley, that accommodate 100% of the population in rural and resource areas.
There is no requirement in GMA that there must be a UGA in every subarea of the
County.
On-site sewage system permits can be approved for existing legal lots of record that do
not meet the minimum lot size as long as all other requirements of the code are met (Email from Kyle Dodd, Whatcom County Environmental Health Supervisor, to Matt
Aamot dated 11/3/08). Additionally, urban services could serve a LAMIRD if necessary
to protect the basic public health, safety and environment under the GMA. The SEIS
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indicates that one method to address any nitrate water quality issues under alternative 3
would be to expand sewer service inside the LAMIRD boundary, which is tightly drawn
around existing subdivisions. However, other options are also provided.
An official level of service for the Fire District has not been adopted in the Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan. Federal guidelines relating to fire service inform, but do
not control, local government decision making.
Population Projections
The comment indicates concern relating to consistency of population projections and
planning periods used for the three alternatives. Similar issues were raised by a previous
letter (see response to comment # 23). Letters submitted to the County indicate that the
population projections are an area of controversy. Local governments may use discretion
when choosing how to allocate future population to UGAs, as there is no GMA mandate
to continue past population growth trends.
Traffic
The comment indicates concern about the lack of consistency in the planning periods and
population projections. The horizon year of transportation analysis has been revised to
provide a consistent analysis of each Alternative for the 2031 horizon year.
With each Alternative, improvements would be necessary to accommodate the proposed
land use. These improvements are similar for each of the land use scenarios.
In the Final SEIS in Chapter 4 Transportation, potential funding sources have generally
been identified to construct the improvements that would be needed with each
Alternative. The County is evaluating a traffic impact fee program for County roads, and
a portion of the mitigation could be included in that program when and if it is adopted by
the County Council.
As described on page 3 Foothills Subarea Transportation Analysis – Summary of Results
dated May 28, 2008, it was assumed that retail and government employment would be
distributed based on the population for each of the areas since the distribution is unknown
at this time. The Columbia Valley UGA would have a majority of the population, and
therefore, a majority of the commercial land use was distributed to this area. The analysis
assumes some trip reduction accounting for the location of commercial uses within
Columbia Valley UGA.
Rural
The majority of growth is planned in the Columbia Valley, rather than rural portions of
the Subarea. The Columbia Valley area is projected to grow by between 1,072 and 3,200
people under the land use alternatives. Population growth in Glacier is projected to be
between 23 and 113 people under the three land use alternatives. While there are critical
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areas in Glacier, the Critical Areas Ordinance is intended to address these issues when
development permit applications are submitted.
The SEIS is only required to analyze probable significant adverse impacts. Therefore, the
SEIS focuses primarily (but not exclusively) on the Columbia Valley area.
The comment indicates concern about a landfill near Glacier. This issue was raised by a
previous letter (see response to comment #2).
With regard to concern about dry wells, a similar issue was raised by a previous letter
(see response to comment #13).
Other Comments
Other comments are noted.
31.

Response to Leif Swanson comments dated September 12, 2008 (Appendix K,
p. 118)

The transportation mitigation would be phased as development and traffic demand
increase which will allow government entities to secure funding as improvements are
needed as well as potentially condition developments to implement mitigation measures
as part of State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requirements. Chapter 4 of the Final
SEIS generally identifies potential funding sources to construct the improvements that
would be needed with each Alternative.
The transportation analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into
consideration the data provided by the Tilgham Group (see response to comment # 7).
The comment indicates concern relating to population projections. A similar issue was
raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 10).
The comment indicates concern relating to the groundwater model. This issue was raised
by previous letter (see response to comment #6).
The comment indicates concern relating to impacts of groundwater withdrawals on down
aquifer wells. In general, no unmitigated impacts to groundwater withdrawals are
anticipated from any of the alternatives. Increased recharge from land use changes is
expected to off-set increased groundwater withdrawals. Within the Columbia
Valley/Kendall UGA, the impacts of the timing of additional groundwater withdrawals
on downgradient wells could be evaluated with a quantitative groundwater model.
Outside the UGA the overall impacts of increased groundwater withdrawals was not
considered significant for any of the alternatives. Refer to the Water Quantity and Quality
Report pp. 48-49, 58.
The comment indicates concern about nitrate loading in groundwater impacting surface
water. The nitrate concentration in surface water bodies could increase as a result of
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increased loading from groundwater. However, the increase is expected to be small (less
than 2 mg/L) and unlikely to have an effect on surface water bodies. Ecology has
established a maximum allowable nitrate loading from on-site sewage systems of 2 mg/L
to groundwater. Groundwater from drainfield areas will mix with groundwater from other
areas and be significantly diluted. Further dilution will occur as groundwater mixes with
surface water runoff. Thus the increase in nitrate concentrations in surface water can be
expected to be less than 2 mg/L.
Nutrient inputs to surface waters can decrease water quality in surface waters,
particularly lakes and wetlands, by causing excessive plant or algal growth. Excess
biomass can cause a physical nuisance, affect odor and color, or cause water quality
problems as plants respire or decay consuming dissolved oxygen. However, phosphorus
generally is the limiting nutrient in most surface water bodies.8 9 10 For example,
Ecology established detailed lake water quality criteria for phosphorus in WAC 173201A, but did not established criteria for nitrates. Flowing surface waters such as the
North Fork Nooksack River are less susceptible to nutrient inputs because growth is
limited by physical factors such as stream velocity and coarse bed materials. 11
Other comments are noted.
32.

Response to Whatcom County Fire Protection District No. 14 comments
dated September 13, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 120)

The Fire District indicates concern about its ability to serve the citizens if 3,887 more
residents were added to the community as projected by the SEIS. It is noted that the
3,887 new residents represents the projected population growth in Fire District 14 under
alternative 1. There would be less population growth in the District under alternatives 2
and 3.
The Draft SEIS recognizes that the Fire District has had difficulty recruiting and retaining
volunteers. This is consistent with trends in Washington State and the nation. The
number of Fire District 14 volunteers in 2003 and 2008 has been added to chapter 6 of
the Final SEIS. A reference to the U.S. Fire Administration publication entitled
“Retention and Recruitment for the Volunteer Emergency Services Challenges and
Solutions” has been added to the mitigation measures in the Final SEIS. This publication
includes strategies for addressing recruitment and retention issues. Other strategies may
include hiring more part time or full time staff to make up for the declining volunteer
base. Costs associated with paid staff and associated facilities and equipment are noted.
Ultimately, decision makers will have to weigh the ability of the Fire District to recruit
and retain volunteers, hire staff, provide equipment and construct facilities when adopting
a population projection and selecting an associated land use plan.
Alternative 1 reflects the recommendations of the Foothills Subarea Plan Advisory
Committee. Decision makers will have to consider Fire District concerns about increased
expenses and ability to provide service when selecting a land use plan.
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Information about longer response times when the Welcome station must respond to calls
in the Kendall area has been added to the Final SEIS. Again, this will have to be
considered by decision makers.
The Fire District states it is in the process of conducting a capital facilities plan analysis.
The Final SEIS has been modified to indicate that this capital facilities plan should be
coordinated and consistent with the planning period, land use designations and population
projections that will be adopted by Whatcom County.
Comments relating to alternatives 2 and 3 are noted.
The SEIS is for the Foothills Subarea Plan and alternatives, which are non-project
actions. The SEIS does not address any particular large development. Development
permit applications must proceed through environmental review under SEPA. While a
subarea plan does set the framework for development to occur, it also should be noted
that there is an existing UGA in the Columbia Valley. Alternative 1 would reduce the
size of this UGA, alternative 2 would maintain the existing UGA size, mitigation for
alternative 2 would reduce the UGA size, and alternative 3 would eliminate the UGA.
None of the alternatives studied in the SEIS would increase the overall size of the UGA
(although alternative 1 would encourage commercial and other uses in a new Planned
Town Center designation). The SEIS addresses impacts relating to staffing, capital
facility planning, aerial apparatus and hazardous materials. This analysis is appropriate
for a non-project planning level document such as the Foothills Subarea Plan.
Considering this information, and comments provided by the Fire District and the public,
decision makers will have to select a land use plan and associated mitigation measures.
Other comments are noted.
33.

Response to Phil Cloward comments dated September 14, 2008 (Appendix K,
p. 122)

The comment indicates that alternative 3 is not reasonable as it relates to the UGA. A
similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 1).
Descriptions of the Columbia Valley aquifer and Upper Valley Aquifer have been added
to the SEIS.
The SEIS has been edited to clarify that based on conversations with the Washington Sate
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Kendall Creek runs dry near the hatchery for
the referenced frequency.
Considerable variability in precipitation exists within the Foothills Subarea. WRIA 1 data
indicate an average precipitation value of 73 inches for the Kendall Creek watershed. In
the Columbia Valley, interpolated precipitation values from the Western Washington
Hydrology Model (WWHM) indicate 62.3 inches. The WWHM value was considered the
most appropriate value to use for the Columbia Valley UGA water balance.
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The comment letter indicates that potential mitigation measure # 6 for alternative 1 in the
Water & Sewer Facilities chapter of the Draft SEIS does not provide a long enough time
frame:
If water system and comprehensive sewer plans with programs to serve the entire
UGA with water and sewer are not adopted within two years of Foothills Subarea
Plan adoption, consider removing areas that are not planned for service from the
UGA (Foothills Subarea Plan Draft SEIS, p. 81).
This mitigating condition is based upon Western Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board (WWGMHB) cases. Specifically, the coordinated cases of Ludwig v.
San Juan County, WWGMHB Case 05-2-0019c, Klein v. San Juan County, WWGMHB
02-2-0008, and Campbell v. San Juan County, 05-2-002c indicate:
. . . A major deficiency in the County's remand work is the absence of a capital
facilities plan showing the capacity and locations of sewer facilities to serve the
entire UGA in the 20-year planning period; a six year financing plan that shows
funding capacities and sources of public money, and how future facilities will be
extended throughout the UGA during the 20-year planning period. . . the County's
record fails to show that urban densities can be achieved and sewer provided
throughout the UGA over the 20-year planning period as required by RCW
36.70A.070(3)(a) — (d), RCW 36.70A.020 (12), and RCW 36.70A.110 (1) and
(3) . . . (05-2-0019c: Stephen F. Ludwig, et al., v. San Juan County; Compliance
Order (Eastsound UGA - June 2006); WWGMHB (June 20, 2006)
In addition, the GMA requires that elements of a comprehensive plan, including the land
use element and capital facilities element, must be internally consistent. Therefore, the
capital facilities plan element should support the UGA land use plan. However, it is
reasonable to give the water and sewer districts time to develop plans after they know
whether the UGA will be retained, the size, configuration and land uses in the UGA, and
the population projection. The potential mitigation measure in chapter 8 of the Final
SEIS will be changed to consider removing areas from the UGA if water and sewer plans
serving the entire UGA over the 20-year planning period are not developed by December
1, 2011, when the County’s 7-year comprehensive plan update is due. The Final SEIS
provides, as an alternative, removing areas from the UGA that are not planned for service
and placing them in “urban reserve” status that would allow them to be placed back in the
UGA if and when water and sewer planning have been completed.
It should be noted that urban density development can not occur within the UGA unless
public water and sewer are available. In fact, the Urban Residential zone restricts density
to one dwelling/five acres if public water and sewer are not available. The Urban
Residential zone requires any such development to be clustered to ensure that the reserve
tract can be developed at urban densities later on, when public water and sewer are
available.
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Other comments are noted.
34.

Response to Gary Gehling comments dated September 14, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 124)

The comment indicates that alternative 3, especially as it relates to the Columbia Valley,
is not a reasonable alternative. Therefore, alternative 3 should not be included in the
SEIS. This issue was raised by previous letter (see response to comment # 1). It is true
that the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan supports the UGA designation
for the Columbia Valley, rather than a LAMIRD designation. However, this fact does
not constrain the alternatives that may be considered in an EIS. An EIS may consider
alternatives that are not currently included in the comprehensive plan.
Other comments are noted.
35.

Response to Karen Reich comments dated September 14, 2008 (Appendix K,
p. 125)

The SEIS does not adopt a certain population projection. Rather, decision makers can
select a projection from the range of alternatives presented. Studying the alluvial fan was
not within the scope of the SEIS. However, decision makers may consider the existence
of the alluvial fan, along with Critical Areas Ordinance regulations, when adopting land
use designations. Although some potential sources of funding are generally are
identified, the SEIS is not designed to pinpoint specific funding sources for every project.
The transportation analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into
consideration the Tilgham Group comments. In addition, a response to the Tilghman
Group comments has been previously provided (see response to comment # 7).
The comment indicates concern relating to the protection of fish bearing streams,
particularly Kendall Creek. The DRAFT SEIS considered the effects of decreased
streamflows, and increased stormwater pollutants, water temperatures, and sediment; and
identifies these as potential impacts to surface water quality, particularly under
alternatives 1 and 2 (DRAFT SEIS pp. 106-107). The criteria used for identifying
impacts to surface waters are minimum instream flow rules and surface water quality
standards defined by the State that are designed to be protective of fish. Mitigation
measures for potential impacts are also identified as following the protective buffers near
surface waters designated by WCC 16.16 and implementing low impact development,
runoff treatment and source control for stormwater (DRAFT SEIS p. 109).
The comment indicates concern relating to the quantitative groundwater model. This
issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #6).
Other comments are noted.
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36.

Response to Chester Scalf comments dated September 14, 2008 (Appendix K,
p. 126)

Comments noted.
37.

Heather Swanson dated September 14, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 127)

The comment indicates concern relating to population projections. Similar issues were
raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 10).
The comment indicates concern relating to the quantitative groundwater model. This
issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #6). With regard to
evaluating increases in nitrates in groundwater, this potential impact was evaluated for
the DRAFT SEIS (pp. 107-108) and potential mitigation measures for impacts related to
nitrates were outlined (DRAFT SEIS pp. 109-111).
The comment indicates the results of the latest traffic study should be considered and all
recent traffic data should be used in the evaluation of the Alternatives. The transportation
analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into consideration the data provided
by the Tilgham Group (see response to comment # 7). The revised transportation analysis
includes higher traffic volumes along Kendall Road.
A non-project SEIS normally contains less detailed information than an EIS on a specific
project. A non-project SEIS is not intended to specify exactly how mitigation would be
paid for and implemented. It proposes mitigation measures appropriate for a non-project
action. Decision makers will have to select from the potential mitigation measures and
decide on appropriate funding sources and implementation techniques.
The comment indicates concern relating to funding for public facilities and services. A
similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 7).
Other comments are noted.
38.

Response to Sean Wilson comments dated September 14, 2008 (Appendix K,
p. 132)

The comment indicates that the LAMIRD alternative, as it relates to the Columbia
Valley, is not a reasonable alternative. Therefore, it should be excluded from the SEIS. A
similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 1).
The comment indicates that the population projections and planning horizons are not
consistent and do not provide meaningful comparisons. Similar issues were raised by a
previous letter (see response to comment # 23).
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The comment states that densities utilized throughout the DRAFT SEIS appear to change
depending on the impact under review and often conflict with other sources of
information. Without specific examples, it is difficult to respond to this comment.
Other comments are noted.
39.

Response to Russ and Maryann Angus comments dated September 15, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 139)

Comments noted.
40.

Response to Richard Banel comments dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 140)

An environmental impact statement is required to include reasonable alternatives under
the SEPA Rules. Ultimately, elected decision makers will decide which alternative plan
to adopt.
The comment letter indicates that alternative 3, in which the Columbia Valley would lose
its UGA status, is inconsistent with existing goals and policies. A similar issue was
raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 34).
The Draft SEIS recognizes the potential for alternative 3 to increase development in rural
areas (see Draft SEIS, p. 36).
Other comments are noted.
41.

Response to Belcher Swanson Law Firm, P.L.L.C. comments dated
September 15, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 141)

The comment indicates that the growth projections and planning periods for the three
alternatives are not consistent and do not provide useful comparisons. Similar issues were
raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 23).
The comment indicates that alternative 3, especially as it relates to the Columbia Valley,
is not a reasonable alternative. A similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see
response to comment # 1). A determination of whether a LAMIRD designation is
consistent with the Growth Management Act would have to occur through the subarea
plan adoption process. The Draft SEIS recognized that elimination of the UGA could
facilitate additional development in rural areas (p. 36).
The alternative 1 mitigation map has been eliminated in the Final SEIS. The intent of
this mitigation map in the Draft SEIS was to recognize that the planning horizon year in
the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan may be adjusted from 2027 to 2022. Since this is no
longer being considered (and mitigation for alternative 1 no longer includes a reduction
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of population and associated number of dwelling units) there is no need for the alternative
1 mitigation map.
The comment letter raises the issue of the inability to accommodate projected growth if
the Columbia Valley UGA were reduced in size. This could potentially be an issue if the
higher population projection is retained and the UGA reduced in size. However, decision
makers may exercise discretion in allocating growth to various UGAs around the County,
including the Columbia Valley UGA. Once the allocation is made, the Growth
Management Act requires UGAs to be properly sized to accommodate that growth. The
proper sizing of the UGA includes an assessment of both the developable area in the
UGA and planned densities.
Mitigation measure 5 in the Fire Protection/EMS chapter of the Draft SEIS states that
“Whatcom County should ensure that the fire protection concurrency requirements of the
Official Whatcom County Zoning Ordinance are enforced when applications for
development are submitted” (p. 71). The County is not aware of any court case that has
ruled that the County’s concurrency requirements are in violation of state law or the
Constitution.
Other comments are noted.
42.

Response to Susan and John F. Browne comments dated September 15, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 150)

The comment indicates concern relating to air quality. This issue was raised by a
previous letter (see response to comment # 7).
The Growth Management Act indicates that counties must accommodate projected
housing growth over a 20-year planning period. The County does have flexibility in
allocating population to various areas of the County. However, if an area is designated
for urban growth and a population allocation has been approved, the County must make
plans to accommodate that population with adequate land for housing. This looks beyond
the housing situation of today and considers potential needs over a 20-year period.
Other comments are noted.
43.

Response to William Devine comments dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 151)

An EIS addresses probable significant adverse impacts to the environment associated
with a proposal and reasonable alternatives. Zoning text amendments relating to home
businesses and renewable energy have not been identified as features to include in the
alternatives analysis. However, the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (Oct. 2007) contains
policies relating to home occupations and renewable energy (LU1-F and U4-C).
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An EIS addresses environmental impacts. It does not address potential assessment and
collection of taxes.
Hydropower was not identified as being within the scope of the SEIS and, therefore, was
not addressed.
The comment indicates concern related to seasonal traffic congestion and funding of
transportation projects. These issues were raised in previous comments (see responses to
comment # 7). The transportation analysis reflects weekday PM peak hour traffic.
Roadways and intersections would be designed for average weekday PM peak hour
conditions which would provide sufficient capacity to serve a majority of traffic
conditions. Potential funding sources including federal, state, and developer contributions
have generally been identified in the Final SEIS Chapter 4 relating to Transportation.
Other comments are noted.
44.

Response to Foothills Economic Development Association comments dated
September 15, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 152)

Comments noted.
45.

Response to Mike Head comments dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix K, p.
153)

A non-project EIS generally contains less detailed information and is intended to address
environmental impacts (rather than monetary issues). Therefore, projected costs have not
been included in the EIS. Although some potential sources of funding are generally
identified, the SEIS is not designed to pinpoint specific funding sources for every project.
The SEIS assumes the new school for alternative 1 would be constructed within the 20
year planning period. The timing of school construction within the planning period would
be determined by the school district.
Other comments are noted.
46.

Response to Carol Jansson dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 158)

Comments noted.
47.

Response to Kendall Watch comments dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 159)

An EIS is intended to inform the public and decision makers of a range of alternatives.
The projections utilized in alternative 2 represent one option that decision makers can
consider. Ultimately, the County Council will make choices about where to allocate
growth in Whatcom County. There are a number of factors the Council may consider
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when adopting growth projections and these factors will have to be weighed by the
Council when adopting growth projections throughout the County, including the
Columbia Valley area.
Other comments are noted.
48.

Response to Carole MacDonald comments dated September 15, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 162)

The comment indicates concern relating to the population projections used for the three
alternatives. A similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #
23).
Other comments are noted.
49.

Response to Sandy Peterson comments dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 164)

The Final SEIS Chapter 4 Transportation has been updated to reflect consistent
terminology.
50.

Response to Lou Piotrowski comments dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix
K, p. 165)

As indicated in the response to comment # 23, the planning horizon will be modified to
be consistent for all three alternatives. However, the population projections will be
retained for each alternative.
There are close ties between population projections and associated land use designations
under GMA. Alternative 1 represents the recommendations of the Foothills Subarea Plan
Advisory Committee. This committee recommended a single population projection and a
certain size UGA. If the two lower population projections were also considered for
alternative 1, and the UGA size remained the same, the result would be an oversized
UGA – something that is not within the legal range of options under the GMA.
Government resources would be spent studying something that is not a viable option.
Similar issues occur with the other scenarios.
Other comments are noted.
51.

Wendy Porter dated September 15, 2008 (Appendix K, p. 167)

The comment indicates concern related to roadway maintenance, and recreational traffic.
These issues were raised in previous comments (see responses to comment # 7). The
transportation analysis has been revised to reflect weekday PM peak hour traffic. In
addition, appropriate transportation improvements have been identified to accommodate
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each land use Alternative. Lastly, WTA is responsible for transit service within Whatcom
County.
Public transit policies and measures are addressed in the Draft SEIS as mitigation
measures (see Draft SEIS Policy LU3-A on p. 41, Policy T11-C on p. 53, potential
mitigation measure # 5 on p. 54, and Policy LU2-E on p. 62).
With regard to water quantity, the concern is over seasonally dry or low producing wells.
A similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #13).
Concern over impacts from drainfields was evaluated for the DRAFT SEIS (pp. 107-108)
and failing septic systems only relate to the DRAFT SEIS in that they will increase
background nitrate concentrations. To ensure compliance with state water quality
standards (2 mg/L maximum increase and not to exceed 10 mg/L) potential mitigation
measures for impacts related to nitrates as outlined in the DRAFT SEIS pp. 109-111
should be followed.
The Draft SEIS provides potential mitigation measures to expand sewer service to protect
ground water quality in the UGA for alternatives 1 and 2 (Policies U1-A and U5-B, p. 82
of the Draft SEIS).
Other comments are noted.
52.

Response to Public Policy Perspectives comments dated September 15, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 168)
Time Frames and Population Projections

The planning horizon for all three alternatives will be modified to 2031 in the Final SEIS.
This is coordinated and consistent with the planning period being used for both the 10year UGA review (to be completed in 2009) and the 7-year comprehensive plan update
(to be completed in 2011). For additional information on the planning horizon issue, see
response to comment # 23.
The comment letter also raises issues about consistency between population projections
in the Subarea Plan and population projections that will be adopted in the 10-year UGA
review. A similar issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment # 10).
Alternatives Offered to Decision Makers
As mentioned above, the planning horizon in the Final SEIS will be modified so that it is
consistent and coordinated with the timeframe that the County is now utilizing in the 10year UGA review.
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Land Supply and Demand
Whatcom County acquired the consulting services of ECONorthwest to forecast
employment for the Foothills Subarea planning process. The County also retained the
services of Studio Cascade to forecast the demand for commercial and industrial land.
The County retains flexibility in developing reasonable forecasts and is not bound to the
methods and forecasts suggested in the comment letter.
The land supply analysis included a percentage deduction for land required for future
right-of-way, stormwater facilities and public purposes. Parks fall within this deduction.
The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan (alternative 1) applies the Planned Urban Residential
comprehensive plan designation to a Rural Forestry zoning district located within the
UGA (Subarea Plan, p. 123). The Draft Foothills Subarea Plan contains associated policy
CV1-F that supports rezoning the Planned Urban Residential designation from Rural
Forestry to Urban Residential (Subarea Plan, p. 121). The Rural Forestry zone has a 20acre minimum lot size. It functions as a holding zone that will protect these areas from
suburban sprawl with the anticipation that it will be rezoned to allow phased urban
growth within the 20-year planning period. The Draft SEIS clearly anticipates that Rural
Forestry zones within the UGA would be available for eventual urban development (pp.
29-30). Additionally, under alternative 1, the existing Urban Residential zoning district
can accommodate the majority of the housing growth projected in the UGA (Draft SEIS,
p. 30). When there is existing capacity like this, there is no prohibition against phasing
growth in the UGA.
The land supply analysis estimated the land available and the assumed number of
residential units that could be accommodated on land zoned Rural Forestry that is in the
UGA. The Draft SEIS indicates the potential dwelling units that could be accommodated
in the Rural Forestry zone that is located within the UGA (Draft SEIS, pp. 29 and 33).
Traffic impacts of the three alternatives are addressed in chapter 4 of the SEIS. The
Columbia Valley is not a regional employment center. In fact, it is located some distance
from the regional employment centers of the County and people who live in the
Columbia Valley must drive farther to access these centers. The plan anticipates local
employment opportunities in the Columbia Valley, especially under alternatives 1 and 2.
In this context, land supply and demand are considered in the SEIS.
The comment letter indicates that, at adoption of the subarea plan, there won’t be any
land zoned to serve the needs identified in the plan. This appears to be a reference to
commercial and industrial zones, as there are residential zones in the UGA.
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan currently contains a policy to consider
establishing a light impact industrial zone north of Limestone Rd. (in the northern most
part of the UGA) when certain conditions are met (Policy 2AA-12). The proposed
Foothills Subarea Plan (alternative 1) also identifies land north of Limestone Rd. as the
appropriate area for light industrial. The area being considered for future industrial in the
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UGA is currently zoned Rural Forestry, which has a minimum lot size of 20 acres. There
is no plan to serve this area with sewer at the current time. Therefore, it is not
appropriate to zone it for industrial uses at this time. Rather, this is a holding area for
future industrial zoning when urban service planning is completed. A potential
mitigation measure has been added to the land use chapter of the Final SEIS to rezone
area north of Limestone Rd. to light impact industrial when adequate capital facility
planning has been accomplished.
The existing UGA (alternative 2) contains commercial zoning near its southern end.
However, this commercial area would be removed from the UGA under alternative 1 and
a new Planned Town Center would be designated in a central location in the UGA. The
Planned Town Center designation, which is within an area planned for sewer service, is
intended for a mixture of commercial, institutional and residential land uses. However, it
is currently zoned Urban Residential and could be completely developed with residential
uses under current zoning. Development of this area with nothing but houses would
remove the land capacity to accommodate commercial and institutional uses. Therefore,
a mitigation measure to rezone the Planned Town Center to General Commercial
concurrent with Subarea Plan adoption is included in the Final SEIS.
Finally, it must be noted that a uniform methodology for land capacity analysis is
currently being formulated for all UGAs throughout the County in association with the
10-year UGA review process.
Data/Assumptions
The County has flexibility to utilize reasonable methods to calculate demand for future
housing.
The comment letter indicates that “. . . the County Comp Plan (land use chapter) foresees
that about 40% of the homes in the Columbia Valley are required to accommodate
seasonal/recreational needs. . .” The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan states:
. . . The Columbia Valley area, like many other areas in Whatcom County, was
originally developed to cater to a seasonal population, primarily Canadians who
are allowed to spend up to six months per year in the United States. 2000 U.S.
Census data indicates that approximately 52% of the existing housing is either
seasonal or vacant. However, portions of the area, particularly Paradise Lakes,
have become attractive for permanent residents, with this trend expected to
increase to 60% in the 20 year planning period. . . (p. 2-46).
This background text in the comp plan explained past and expected future trends at the
time. It is neither a requirement nor a policy. Rather, Policy 2AA-3 is to:
Recognize the resort nature of Birch Bay and Columbia Valley/Kendall, including
the significant second home factor when analyzing land supply for urban growth
area boundaries.
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This policy was adopted for the Columbia Valley UGA in 1999. Since then, the UGA
has transitioned to more full-time units. This is a change from past trends and this lower
level of seasonal housing was factored into the land supply analysis. Comprehensive plan
amendments to both the above text (already proposed) and Policy 2AA-3 may be
appropriate to recognize the current situation in the Columbia Valley.
Capital Facilities Plan
The SEIS acknowledges the need for further water and sewer service planning. A
modified potential mitigation measure included in chapter 8 of the Final SEIS states:
If water system and comprehensive sewer plans with programs to serve the entire
UGA with water and sewer within the 20-year planning period are not adopted by
December 1, 2011, consider removing areas that are not planned for service from
the UGA. Alternatively, remove areas from the UGA that are not currently
planned for service and place them in “urban reserve” status that would allow
them to be placed back in the UGA if and when water and sewer planning have
been completed.
This mitigation measure gives service providers time to develop capital facility plans,
once they know:
•
•
•
•

Whether there will continue to be a UGA in the Columbia Valley;
The boundaries of the UGA;
The population projection for the 20-year planning period; and
The location of commercial areas.

These unknowns could significantly change the manner in which a service provider
would proceed with capital facility planning. Therefore, given that there are several
alternatives under consideration, and it is unknown at this time which alternative will be
selected, it is reasonable to give service providers a window of time after adoption of the
Subarea Plan to develop capital facility plans. If these plans are not developed by the
time of the 7-year comprehensive plan update in 2011, then areas that are not planned for
service could be removed from the UGA. As an alternative, areas not currently planned
for service could be removed from the UGA now and placed in an “urban reserve” that
would allow them to be reinstated within the UGA at a later date when capital facility
planning has been completed.
With regard to stormwater facilities, the “Water Quantity and Quality Report Foothills
Subarea” (Aspect Consulting, July 18, 2008) indicates:
. . . In the Columbia Valley/Kendall UGA coarse soils allow for ready infiltration
of stormwater and there are no existing public stormwater flow control facilities
(e.g., detention/retention or infiltration ponds) or water quality treatment facilities.
Limited conveyance features (e.g., culverts and ditches) are present in the county
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and state road rights-of-way. Since most, if not all, proposed development in the
subarea will be private, additional pressure on these existing features should be
minimal. It is not anticipated that any programs or capital facility improvements
will be needed in the subarea over the 6- and 20-year planning periods . . . (pp. 23).
The SEIS addresses school, park, and law enforcement facilities needed over the 20-year
planning period that could be included in the Subarea Plan. It does not include a six-year
financing plan and this would also need to be incorporated into the Subarea Plan.
However, it is not a requirement for an EIS.
Fire District 14 is in the process of developing a capital facilities plan, and this plan
should be developed in a manner consistent with the County’s planning for the area.
In summary, the SEIS examines capital facilities to a certain extent. However, the SEIS
is not a comprehensive plan that must comply with GMA requirements relating to capital
facilities.
Other Comments
Other comments are noted.
53.

Response to Joyce Sappington comments dated September 15, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 175)

Comments noted.
54.

Response to William and Nancy Vaught comments dated September 15, 2008
(Appendix K, p. 176)

Comments noted.
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Oral Comments
A summary of oral comments made at the September 4, 2008 public hearing on the
Foothills Subarea Plan Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is
reproduced in Appendix K.
Lead agency responses to the public hearing comments are shown below. Some of the
speakers also submitted letters into the record. In cases where the speaker submitted a
letter that substantially corresponds to his or her oral testimony, the lead agency response
below references the response to the written comments. Additionally, it should be noted
that some oral statements support one of the alternatives (which is appropriate under the
SEPA Rules) or make comments that will be helpful to decision makers later on in the
process but would not change the content of the SEIS. In these cases, the response below
is “comments noted.”
1.

Response to Peggy Taphouse public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 178)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
2.

Response to Martha Sirguy, Foothills Friends public hearing comments
(Appendix K, p. 178)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
3.

Response to Victor Christensen public hearing comments (Appendix K, p.
179)

The comment indicates concern related to transportation improvements. As described in
the Final SEIS in Chapter 4 relating to Transportation, intersection and roadway
improvements would be needed to provide mitigation for the Alternatives.
Public transit policies and measures are addressed in the Draft SEIS as mitigation (see
Draft SEIS Policy LU3-A on p. 41, Policy T11-C on p. 53, mitigation measure # 5 on p.
54, and Policy LU2-E on p. 62). These potential mitigation measures are appropriate for
a planning level document such as the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan.
Power was not identified as a significant issue to be addressed in the SEIS. However,
Puget Sound Energy provides electrical service to the subarea (Draft Foothills Subarea
Plan, October 2007, p. 48).
Other comments are noted.
4.

Response to Jack Hovenier public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 179)

Comments noted.
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5.

Response to Nori Zukerman public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 179)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
6.

Response to Lori Nelson-Clonts public hearing comments (Appendix K, p.
179)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
7.

Response to Lee Clonts public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 179)

Comments noted.
8.

Response to Carolyn Ferrer public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 180)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
9.

Response to Rebecca Boonstra public hearing comments (Appendix K, p.
180)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
10.

Response to Gary Gehling public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 180)

The planning horizon year in the Foothills Subarea Plan SEIS will be modified to 2031
for all three alternatives.
The intent of the SEIS is to study the impacts of the Draft Foothills Subarea Plan and
alternatives. The cities of Everson and Nooksack are not within the Foothills Subarea,
being located more than two miles west of the Subarea boundary. It is outside of the
scope of the SEIS to study growth in other areas. However, background traffic generated
in other areas is considered in the traffic analysis.
Whatcom County is required, on a county-wide basis, to accommodate projected growth
over the 20-year planning period. The County will be allocating growth to the UGAs in
conjunction with the required 10-year review that is due in 2009. Choices will be made
about accommodating growth in UGAs and rural areas of the County. Additional
development could occur in rural areas if the Columbia Valley UGA is retained, but
growth exceeded projections. However, this was not viewed as a significant issue
because this UGA must be sized to accommodate 20-years of growth and must be
reviewed every 10 years. Therefore, the Columbia Valley UGA will be re-evaluated half
way through each 20 year planning period.
The Draft SEIS acknowledges additional growth may occur in rural areas if the Columbia
Valley UGA is removed under alternative 3 (p. 36). Some of this growth may occur on
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lots in existing subdivisions, some may occur be in outlying rural areas and some may
occur in parts of the County.
11.

Response to Jennifer Halliday public hearing comments (Appendix K, p.
180)

Comments noted.
12.

Response to Larry Duncan public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 181)

The soils in the Columbia Valley are very permeable and groundwater elevations are
relatively high. These conditions do make an aquifer highly susceptible to groundwater
contamination as discussed in the DRAFT SEIS (pp. 107-108). Potential mitigation
measures for impacts to both surface water and groundwater quality are also identified in
the DRAFT SEIS (pp. 109-111).
Other comments are noted.
13.

Response to Jack Petree (Public Policy Perspectives) public hearing
comments (Appendix K, p. 181)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
14.

Response to Karen Reich public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 181)

Air quality was not in the scope of the SEIS and, therefore, was not addressed. Other oral
comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
15.

Response to Gary Richardson public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 181)

Comments noted.
16.

Response to Gunner Christiansen public hearing comments (Appendix K, p.
181)

The Tilgham Group letter has been addressed (see response to comment # 7).
17.

Response to Pier Boersma public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 182)

Comments noted.
18.

Response to Max Duncan public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 182)

With regard to comments concerning fish and wildlife, the criteria used in the DRAFT
SEIS to evaluate the significance of impacts to surface water quantity (streamflow) and
quality were the minimum instream flow rules and surface water quality standards as
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defined by the State. These criteria are designed to be protective of fish species that are
dependent on these waters. Evaluation of impacts to other wildlife was outside the scope
of the DRAFT SEIS.
With regard to concern relating to the previously unidentified landfills in the subarea, this
issue was raised by a previous letter (see response to comment #2).
Other comments noted.
19.

Response to Carl Steiner public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 182)

The transportation analysis has been revised, where appropriate, to take into
consideration the data provided by the Tilgham Group (see response to comment # 7) as
well as WSDOT and City of Bellingham issues (see response to comment #19 and
comment #10).
Other comments noted.
20.

Response to Phil Cloward public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 182)

Some of the oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously
addressed. Information has been added to the Land Use chapter of the SEIS relating to
when the subdivisions in the Columbia Valley were platted. Other comments are noted.
21.

Response to Jan Eskola public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 182)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
22.

Response to Robert Tolson public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 183)

Comments noted.
23.

Response to Brady Webb public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 183)

Comments noted.
24.

Response to Heather Wolf public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 183)

Comments noted.
25.

Response to Bill Vilipich public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 183)

Traffic is analyzed in chapter 4 of the SEIS. Other comments are noted.
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26.

Response to Deborah Baker public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 184)

Some of the oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously
addressed. Oral comments not addressed in the response to the written comments are
noted.
27.

Response to Rob Graham (Fire District No. 14) public hearing comments
(Appendix K, p. 184)

Oral comments are substantially similar to written comments previously addressed.
28.

Response to Susan Hanson public hearing comments (Appendix K, p. 184)

Comments noted.
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