COMMISSION MEETING CA NCELLED:

With the evolving situation with COVIEL9 in Washington, th8tateParks and Recreation
Commission decided to candbkMarch11-12 Commission meeting in ChelaWe recognize
the timing may significantly inconvenience anyone planning to attend, but this decision was
made out of concern for the health of everyone.

Topics scheduled for thimeetng will be resbedued for future meetings.

Work Session Agenda
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

March 11, 2020
Campbells, 104 W Woodin Avenue, Chelan, WA 98816

Commissioners: Chair Steve MilnerVice Chair Michael Latimer, Secretary Mark O. Brqwn
Cindy Whaley, Sophi®anenbergDiana Perez and Ken Bounds
Director: Donald Hoch

Time: Opening session will begin as shown; all other times are approximate.

Public Comment: This is a work session between staff and the Commission. The public is
invited but no public comment will be taken. No decisions will be made by the Commission at
the work session.

9:00 a.m. CALL TO ORDER 1 Michael Latimer, Commission VicE€hair
1 Callof the roll
9 Introduction of Staff
1 Changes to agenda
1 Logistics

9:10 a.m. IMPLICIT BIAS TRAINING i Raul LealTrujillo, Employee Development
Manager, Washington State Department of Licensing
9 This item provides the Commission information about the important

concept of I mplicit Bias. Part of
bringing relevant topics and presenters to Commission Work sessions
on occasion.

11:00 a.m. BREAK

11:15a.m. EMPLOYEE SATISFACTION SURVEY i Becky Daniels, Human Resources
Manager

1 Thisitem provides the Commission an overview of the®201
Employee Engagement Survey results.

11:45 a.m. PALOUSE TO CASCADES TRAIL UPDATE i Mike SternbackAssistant
Director and Colleen Foster, Assistant Region Manager

1 This item provides the Commission and update on Palouse to Cascade
Trail development and maintenance.



12:45 p.m.

1:15 p.m.

2:00p.m.

2:45p.m.

3:00 p.m.

3:45 p.m.

4:15 p.m.
4:45 p.m.

5:00 p.m.

LUNCH

CAPITAL BUDGET ASSUMPTIONS AND STRUCTURE i Dustin Madde,
Capital Program Manager
1 Thisitem provides the Commissi@n overview of the 1§ear
planning process, proposed timelines, and use of Guidance document
in the creation -23fbud@eapi t al progr amo

MARKETING AND COMMUNCICATIONS 1 Anna Gill, Communications
Director and Todd Tatum, Business Development Manager
1 This presentation will give the Commission an overview of the
agencyo6s recent branding exercise a
marketing/communidéons campaigns.

BREAK

STATEWIDE SURVEY DATA i Darleen Simkins, Management Analyst and
Edward Girard, Operations Manager
1 This presentation gives the Commission an overview of the data
gathered in the agfferttcyds statewide

STRATEGIC PLAN 1 Owen Rowe, Policy & Governmental Affairs Director
and Anna Gill, Communications Director
T This item continues work o#3 devel op
strategic plan which will be completed by July 2020 so that ibean
submitted with the next biennial operating budget request to the
Governoros office and the | egislatu

STAFF REPORTS
EXECUTIVE SESSION T if needed

ADJOURN

The services, programs and activities ofWashington State Parks and Recreation Commission
are covered bthe Americans with DisabilitieAct (ADA). If you need special accommodations
to participate in this meeting, pleasntact the commission assistdBecki Ellisonat (360) 902
85020r becki.ellison@parks.wa.go\Accommodation requests should be received at fvast
business days prior to the meettogensure availability. Please provide-day notice for

requests to receive information in areafative format and for ASL/ESL interpretation requests.



Commission MeetingAgenda
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

March 12, 2020
Campbells, 104 W Woodin Avenue, Chelan, WA 98816

Commissioners: Chair Steve MilnerVice Chair Michael Latimer, Secretary Mark O. Brqwn
Cindy Whaley, Sophia Danenbei@jana Perez and Ken Bounds
Director: Donald Hoch

Time: Opening session will begin as shown; all other times are approximate.
Order of Presentatiort In general, each agenda item will include a presentation, followed by
Commission discussion and then public comment. The Commission makes decisions following

the public comment portion of the agenda.

Public Comment:
Comments about topig®t on the agendare taken during General Public Comments.

Comments abowgenda topicsvill be taken with each topic.

If you wish to comment at a meeting, please fiit a comment card and provide it to staff at the
sign in table. The Chair will call you up to the front at the appropriate time. You may also
submit written comments to the Commission by emailing the@otomission@parks.wa.gov

by 5 p.m. on March 6, 202@. To provide written comments on IltemZ Naval Special
Operations Training in WA State Parks, please submit your comments through our website
https://parks.state.wa.us/1168/Nawproposal All comments received by 5 p.m. on March 6, 2020
will be provided to the commission prior teetineeting Any written comments received after
the cutoff will be provided to the commission prior to the May meeting.

9:00 a.m. CALL TO ORDER i Steve Milner, Commission Chair
1 Flag Salute

Call of the roll

Introduction of Staff

Recognition of State and Local Ofitds

1
1
1
1 Indigenous Land Acknowledgement Statement


mailto:Commission@parks.wa.gov
https://parks.state.wa.us/1168/Navy-proposal

9:10a.m.

9:45a.m.

9:50 a.m.

9:55 am.

10:10 a.m.

10:20a.m.

10:55 a.m.

11:40 a.m.

12:00 p.m.

1
1

o We would like to acknowledge that this meeting is being held
on the traditional lands of tHeonfederated Tribes of the
Colville and the Yakama Natioithe WashingtornState Parks
and Recreation Commission is committed to working with alll
Tribes to help preserve and restore a healthy natural
environment for future generations.

Approval of the Agend
Approval of minutes of previous meeting: January 23, 2026Ifair

COMMISSIONER REPORTS

DIRECTOR REPORT

RECOGNITION

1

Employee Recognition

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS: Topics not on the agenda

BREAK

REQUESTED ACTION

1

ltem E-3: Alta Lake and Bridgeport State Paik€lassification and
Management Planning (CAMP)

This item asks the Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission (WSPRC) to adopt land classificationslang-term
park boundaries for Bridgeport and Alta Lake state paxks

REQUESTED ACTION

1

ltem E-1: Washington Wildlife and Recreation Progratdpdated
Criteria

Thisitem asksltie Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commissiorto authorize stfito bring updates for the Washington
Wildlife and Recreation ProgranfState Parks category to the
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board for adoption.

COMMISSION COMMITTEE REPORTS

Real Estate
Budget
Legislative
Executive



12:45p.m. REPORT
1 Item E2: Naval Special Operations Training in Washington State

Parks
Thisitem reports to the Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission an update about US Naval Special Operations training in
Washington State parks. The U.S. Naval Special Warfare Command
(Navy) has been using public lands in and around the Puget Sound,
including some state parks, to conduct Special Operations training
exercises.

*Park staff will provide an overview dhe proposed Navy training in State Parks and next steps.
The Navy will be in attendanaes the applicantyill be given20 minutesafter the staff repoto
provide information and answer quessdrom the Commission. After the Navy presentation,
the public will be given time to provide comment

**To provide written comments on ltemZE Naval Special Operations TrainimgWashington
State Parks, please submit your comments through our website
https://parks.state.wa.us/1168/Navproposal All comments received by 5 p.m. on March 6, 2020
will be provided tahe commission prior to #meeting Any written comments received after
the cutoff will be provided to the commission prior to the May meeting

*** The report presentation and audio will be streamedalil@:45 p.mand can be viewed by
clicking on thefollowing link:

Join WebEx meeting
Meeting number (access code): 808 726 244
Meeting password: mUfihpAm922

Join by phone
(415) 6550001
Meeting number (access code): 808 726 244

3:30 p.m. BREAK

3:45p.m. REQUESTED ACTION
1 Item E4: Land Classification and Lorgierm Park Boundary
Revisioni Twin Harbors State Park



https://parks.state.wa.us/1168/Navy-proposal
https://watech.webex.com/watech/j.php?MTID=m8bfa251f4b6f02eb4c6fc385a222c96b

4:05 p.m.

4:40 p.m.

5:00p.m.

5:15p.m.

Thisitem asks the Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission to revise the land classifications and-tengn boundary
of Twin Harbors State Park.

REPORT
1 Item E5: Financial Update
This item reports to the Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commi ssion on the s@l82l bisnniwonf : 1) St
operating and capital budget expenditures, 2) Parks Renewal and
Stewardship Account (PRSA) revenue,
supplemental budget requests.

REPORT
1 Iltem E6: Legislative Update
Thisitem reports on thetatus of issues, and bills affecting State Parks
during the 2Q0 session of the Washington State Legislature.

REVIEW FOLLOW -UP ITEMS

ADJOURN

The services, programs and activities of the Washington State Parks and Recreations(@onangsovered by the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If you need special accommodations to participate in this meeting, please
contact the commission assistant Becki Ellison at (360)8BI2 orbecki.ellison@parks.wa.govAccommodation
requestshould be received at least five business days prior to the meeting to ensure availability. Please providel4
day notice for requests to receive information in an alternative format and for ASL/ESL interpretation requests



Don Hoch
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON

WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
1111 Israel Road S.W. P.O. Box 42650 f Olympia, WA 98504-2650 1 (360) 902-8500

TDD (Telecommunications Device for the Deaf): (800) 833-6388
www.parks.state.wa.us

March 12, 2020

ltem E-1: Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program- Updated Criteria
- Requested Action

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This item asks the Washington State ParksRexteation

Commission to authorize staff to bring updates for the Washington Wildlife and Recreation

Program- State Parks category to the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board for adoption.
This item advances t hei CTomaneatesaodaégsire krdstiaat e gi ¢
advance the agencyb6s strategic direction. o

SIGNIFICANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  The Washington Wildlife and

Recreation Program (WWRP) provides grants for the purchase of valuable recreation and habitat
lands, preservatioof farm and forest lands, and construction of recreation and public access

sites for a growing population (Appendix 1). WWRP funding comes from the sale of general
obligation bonds and is subject to appropriation each biennium by the Washington State
Legislature.

The WWRP State Parks category (WWRP) funds acquisition and development projects for
State Parks. Projects involving renovation of existing facilities are ineligible. There is no
minimum or maximum grant request per project and no matchirty fare required. The

Commission typically submits about twelve projects for evaluation each biennium. Unlike other
WWRP categories, the Commission is the sole recipient of funds in the State Parks category.
Grants in this category are the primary sourfciieding for state park acquisitions. The

Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) administers the WWRP program, and the Recreation
and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) approves the policies that govern the program.

Project Evaluation
Because of theged to present fully vetted and ranked project lists to the legislature in advance
of the legislative session, the grant process, from application to grant award, spans approximately



http://www.parks.state.wa.us/

18 months. Typically, applications are submitted in evembered yearsna funds become

available in odehumbered years. In even years, at its January meeting, staff asks the

Commission to approve a list of proposed projects before applications are submitted. Staff then
submits applications el gmaritmanagenest dataaset RRISMu g h R
by May 1st.

Projects submitted by State Parks are evaluated and scored by the WWRP State Parks Advisory
Committee, which is made up of six State Parks staff, three local agency staff, and three
members of the public atrige (Appendix 2). Staff applicants present their projecfgenson to

the Advisory Committee who then score and rank them. One question is scored by the
Commission to incorporate its unique perspective into project evaluation process. Commission
scoringis completed through a formal action, usually in August of an even year. Once the
Commission completes its evaluation, scores are added to those of the Advisory Committee and
a final ranked list is advanced to the RCFB for approval and submittal to tistalt@g as part

of RCOG6s capital budget request.

Concerns with Current Criteria

The criteria by which projects are evaluated in the WWAERRcategory are currently based in the
Commi ssionbdés 2013 Transformation Strategy. Th
scoring process for the Commission question on priorities ambeg i@finements. The current
WWRP-SP category evaluation criteria are found in Appendix 3. Subsequent to that update, the
Commission approved the Statewide Acquisition and Development Strategy in July 2016 to

guide land acquisition and park developmefe Dverarching goal of the strategy is for
Washingtonds state parks to be recognized as
distinctly Washington.

State Parks staff has been working with the RCO to update the \AS®RIaluation criteria
andproject eligibility with the goals of:
1. Refl ecting the Commi ssionés current strate
development expressed in the Statewide Acquisition and Development Strategy;
2. Making multi-site development projects eligible; and
3. Reducing redundant criteria.

Some minor changes can be approved administratively by RCO staff, while more significant
changes will require public process and approval by the RCFB. Staff is continuing to work with
RCO to identify the updates that will requpeblic process and RCFB approval and those that
can be updated administratively for use during the next grant cycle in spring.

The primary changes proposed by staff include:

Public Need and Need Satisfactioin Limit criteria topublic neednly becauseeed
satisfactionis better addressed ihreat and impacfacquisition) and ifproject design
(development projects) criteria.

Project Significancei Updat e criterion to reflect the Comn
rather than consistency with th@13 Transformation Strategy.

Threat and Impact 1 Limit criterion to considermmediacy of threabtnly and remove
operationalimpacte nd consi der these impacts during the
development process. Also incorporate consideratioreef satisfaction, sustainabilitgnd

climate changénto this criterion.



Project Designi Revise criterion to addresged satisfaction, sustainability, climate change,

andproviding opportunities equitably

Sustainability and Stewardshipi Limit criterion to stewardshipnly becaussustainabilityis

better addressed immediacy of threatacquisitions) and iproject desigr{(development

projects) criteria

Readiness to Proceed Limit consideration taeadiness to proceeghd removeconomic

impact analgisandbusinessplanand consi der these factors

budget development process.

State Parks Category eligibility

Currently, the WWRP State Parks Category does not allow for-sitdtdevelopment projects.
Staff believes thaaggregating smaller, like projects into a single project could open this

dur i

category to projects that otherwise would be too small to warrant the time necessary to submit
applications individually (e.g., playground equipment). Staff is working with RCCrloda

language to allow for muksite development projects in the WWRP State Parks Category

(below). Itis likely that allowing mulisite projects will require approval by the RCFB.

Multi-Site Development Projects

il

f
f

f
1

To be considered multi-site project that includes more than a single location, the project mu
meet the following criteria:

All elements, across all sites, must be of the same type (for example, playgrounds,
toilets, parking, etc.).

All elements must be in the sarBtate Parks Region.

Al l el ements must meet the Office of
defined in the biennial publication Washington State Capital Plan Instructions.
Funding for each site may nexceeds500,000.

No more than fiveites mav be included in a sinale oroiect

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The Statewide Acquisition and Development Strategy adopted by the Commission in July 2016

served as the inspiration for the WWRP State Parks Category project list approved by the

Commission at its meeting in January 2020 (Appendix 6). Staff recommentisethat

Commi s s

onds adopted Acquisition and Devel

opm

Strategic Plan, and other current strategic guidance be used as the underlying basis for project
evaluation in the WWRP State Parks category.

Staff further reommends that the Commission authorize staff to pursue recommended revisions

and updates to the WWRP State Parks category evaluation criteria and project eligibility as

included in Appendix 4 and 5. Some of these recommended changes, if deemed minor, by RCO

may be administratively approved by RCO staff and used for the current round of grant

proposals due May 1, 2020. Other recommended changes will require consideration and approval

the RCFB and may not be incorporated into the evaluation process ugti2ZBapplication

cycle.

LEGAL AUTHORITY:
RCW 79A.05.030 Powers and dutidglandatory
RCW 79A.15.050 Outdoor recreation accouBistribution and use of moneys



SUPPORTING INFORMATION:

Appendix 1: WWRP Categories and Funding Allocations

Appendix 2: WWRP State Parks Advisory Committee

Appendix 3: Current WWRP State Parks Category Evaluation Criteria
Appendix 4: Proposed WWRP State Parks Category Evaluation Criteria
Appendix 5: MultiSite Eligibility

Appendix 6: 20212023 Proposed WWRBt&ae Parks Category Projects

REQUESTED ACTION FROM COMMISSION:

That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission:

1. Authorize the Director to work with RCO staff to administratively revise and update any
evaluation criteria and project eligibility the WWRP State Parks category, as
recommended by staff in Appendix 4 and 5.

2. Authorize the Director to work with RCO staff to propose to the RCFB any revisions to
evaluation criteria and project eligibility recommended in Appendix 4 and 5, not
incorporatechdministratively.

Author(s)/Contact: Laura Moxham, Parks Planner  (360) 9028649
laura.moxham@parks.wa.gov

Reviewer(s):

Jessica Logan, SEPA ReviewFollowing review, staff has determined that the action proposed
for the Commission by staff is exempt from the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pursuant
to WAC 19711-800 (14)(d).

Van Church, Fiscal Impact Statement: The fiscal impact on the opimg budget will be

assessed and identified as the projects are more fully developed. Operating costs will be
identified, and if needed, funding will be requested through the budget request process.

Andy Woo, Assistant Attorney General:Reviewed Februarg1, 2020

Peter Herzog, Assistant Director

Approved for Transmittal to Commission

2t Mt

Donald Hoch, Director



mailto:laura.moxham@parks.wa.gov

APPENDIX 1

WWRP CATEGORIES AND FUNDING ALLOCATIONS

WWRP Appropriation

-

Outdoor Recreation Account

State Parks
30%

Local Parks
30%

45%

Trails
20%

-

State Lands Development
10%

Water Access
10%

Critical Habitat
35%

Natural Area

-

Farm & Forest Account
10%

25%
Habitat Conservation Account Riparian
45% 15%
Urban Wildlife
15%

State Lands Restoration
10%

Farmland
90%

Forestland
10%




APPENDIX 2
WWRP-STATE PARKS CATEGORY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

R P ate Pa ateqgo AYe 0 0
Yakima Parks and Rec Ken Wilkinson
Local Government Vacant
Lakewood Parks and Rec Mary Dodsworth
Citizen Vacant
Citizen Doug Simpson, Kirkland
Citizen Cecilia Vogt, Yakima
StateParks Ken Graham
State Parks Bob Gratias
State Parks Sam Wotipka
State Parks Janet Shonk
State Parks Todd Tatum
State Parks Larry Mallo




APPENDIX 3
Current State Parks Category Evaluation Criteria

State Parks Criteria Summary

Score By # Question Project Type Maximum Focus*
Points Possible
Advisory 1 Public Need and Need All 5 State
Committee Satisfaction
Advisory 2 Project Significance All 15 Agency
Committee
Advisory 3 Threat and Impact Acquisition 10 State
Committee Combination 5
Advisory 4 Project Design Development 10 Technical
Committee Combination 5
Advisory 5 Sustainability and All 10 State
Committee Environmental Stewardship
Advisory 6 Expansion / Phased All 15 State
Committee
Advisory 7 Project Support All 10 Agency
Committee
Advisory 8 Partnerships or Match All 5 State
Committee
Advisory 9 Readiness to Proceed All 10 Agency
Committee
State Parks 10 Commission Priorities All 6 Agency
Commission
RCO Staff 11 Proximity to Human All 3 State
Populations
Total Points Possible =89

*Focug Criteria orientation in accordance with the following priorities:

A Sithase that meet general statewide needs (often called for in Revised Codes of Washington or the State
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan [SCORPY])

A A gighose that meetgency needs (usually an item of narrower purview, often called for in the State Parks and
Recreation Commissionds pl ans)

A T e cithose tha heet technical considerations (usually more objective decisions than those of policy).



Detailed Scoring Criteria for the State Parks Category

Advisory Committee Scored

1. Public Need and Need SatisfactioWVhat is the need for the proposed project? To what extent will

the project satisfy the need? Consider the foll ow

(CAMP), if one exists.

A ldentified in a park mastent plan or other

A Il'ncluded in theeaccapitaiptan.t St ate Parksé 10

ap

A Consistent with State Parksod strategic plan.

o o

To what degree will the project:

Project or property is suited to serve the

S

8 Further care f or \Vdads, watersgandhistore planesst t r e a s u

8 Connect more Washingtonians to their dive
@ I mprove quality or expand capacity for re
[ Point Range: & points
0 points No CAMP or othemplan, indirectly implements mission and vision.
1-2 points Implements mission and vision despite a CAMP. Adequately addresses stated
need.
3-4 points Implements mission and vision. Consistent with CAMP or other plan, resolves a
management problem, essential to a partnership, or will increase park visitation.
Greatly addresses stated need.
5 points Strongly implements mission and vision. High prioritya CAMP or other plan,
resolves a management problem, essential to a partnership, or will increase park
visitation. Maximizes the satisfaction of the stated need.
Revised April 2016. Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolutior2@016
2. Project SignificanceDescr i be how this project supports Stat
following: A Serve underserved visitors or commun
A Protect or restore natural or cultural resou
A Have a demonst r eytodntreasebpark riettrevente® s ave mon
A Provide recreational, cul tural , or i nterpret
A Promote meaningful opportunities for volunte
A Facilitate a meaningful prongofit?r ship with oth

[1 Point Range: & points, which are multiplied later by 3

0 points Does not directly support strategic goals



1-2 points Indirectly supports one or two strategic goals

3-5 points Directly supports at least one strategic goal or indirectly supports three or more

strategic goals
Revised January 2014, Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolutid¥ 2014

3. Threat and Impacts(acquisition and combination projects only). Drése why it is important to
acquire the property now. Consider the following:

A l's there an immediate threat to the property
future public use?

A Will the acqui siti oimpaasgasdiflsd, istheme patehtihifdr thasen a | op
impacts to be offset by additional revenue?

I Point Range: & points, which are multiplied later by 2 for acquisition projects and 1 for combination
projects

0 points No evidence of threat to the pemty, and/or the acquisition will result in
unreasonable operating impacts

1-2 points Minimal threat to the property or the acquisition will result in moderate operating
impacts

3-5 points Imminent threat of the property losing qualityb@coming unavailable for future
public use, or a threat led to a land trust acquiring rights in the land at the request
of State Parks, and operating impacts will be minimal or offset by additional
revenue

4. Project Design (development and combinationrpjects only). Is the project well designed?
Consider the following:

A Does this property support the type of devel
topography, soil conditions, natural amenities, location and access, utility servicedsetkan

A  How does the project design make the best wus

A How well does the design provide equal acces
How does this project exceed current universally accessible requirements?

A D o enatura ahdecondition of existing or planned land use in the surrounding area support
the type of development proposed?

A How does the design conform to current per mi
standards, best management practices, etca®,\iflany, are the mitigation requirements for this

project?
A Does the design align with the described nee
A Are the access routes (paths, wal kways, side

the use and do they provide connectivityalicsite elements?

A For trails, does the design provide adequate
relationships, grades, curves, switchbacks, road crossings, and trailhead locations?

A 1s the cost estimate realistic?



[1 Point Range0-5 points, which are multiplied later by 2 for development projects and 1 for
combination projects

0 points Design is not appropriate for the site or the intended use

1-2 points Design is moderately appropriate for the site and the intended use

3-4 points Design is very appropriate for the site and the intended use, it addresses most

elements of the question, and cost estimates are accurate and complete

5 points Design addresses all elements of the question very well, and cost estimates are

accurate and complete

5. Sustainability and Environmental Stewardship What techniques or resources are proposed to

ensure the project will result in a quality, sustainable, recreational, heritage preservation, or educational
opportunity, while protectinghe integrity of the environment? Describe how the project will protect
natural and cultural resources and integrate sustainable elements such as low impact development
techniques, green infrastructure, or environmentally preferred building products.

| Point Range: & points, which are multiplied later by 2

0 points No or little stewardship elements.

1-2 points Contains stewardship elements and protects natural or cultural resources.

Consi stent with State Parkso6é Sustainabil

3-4 points Numerous stewardship elements, protects and enhances natural resources or
cultural resources. | mplements many of !
5 points Maximizes natural or cultural resource protection, enhances natural resources or

cultural resources, and contains innovative and outstanding stewardship
el ements. |I mplements many of State Par k:

Revised April 2016. Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolutior2@016

6. Expansion/Phased ProjectDoes this project implement an important phase of a previous project,
represent an important first phase, or expand or improve an existingsitsider the following:

A

o o Do D>

Il s the project part of a phased acquisition

To what extent will this project advance com
Il s this project an i mportant first phase?
What is the value of this phase?

H o wthalpoogct complement an existing site or expand usage, preservation, or education

within a site?

"I Point Range: & points, which are multiplied later by 3

0 points Neither a significant phase or expansion, nor a distinct stk project

1-2 points Project is a quality or important phase or expansion



3-4 points Project is a key first phase or expansion or moves a project significantly towards
realizing a vision

5 points Project is a highly important first phase, final (or near final phanoves a
project a great deal towards realizing a vision.

Revised April 2016. Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolutiof2@016

7. Project Support.What is the extent to which the public (statewide, community, or user groups) has
been provided with an adequate opportunity to become informed, or support for the project seems
apparent?

Broadly interpret the term project support to include, but nditdited to, the following:
A Extent of efforts by the applicant to identi
local, regional, and statewide entities).

A The extent that there is project support inc
8 V eappened initiative
8 Public participation and feedback
6 Endorsements or other support from advi soc

8 Media coverage
"I Point Range: & points, which are multiplied later by 2
0 points No evidence presented.

1-2 points Marginal community support. Opportunities for only minimal public
involvement (i.e. a single adoption hearing), or little evidence thaiuhlc
supports the project.

3 points Adequate support and opportunity presented for participation.

4-5 points The public has received ample and varied opportunities to provide meaningful
input into the project and there is overwhelming support. Tidiqpowas so
supportive from the projectds inception
process was not necessary.

Revised April 2016. Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolutior2Q016

8. Partnerships or Match.Describe how this projesupports strategic partnerships or leverages
matching funds. Consider the following:

A Does the project help form strategic partner
strategic partnership is one that ultimately is expected to offsehsagpdeverage investments, or
stimulate activity that directly or indirectly generates a financial return.)

A Does the partnership facilitate a key State

A Does the project hawiadsarices#t ch of cash, grant

[1 Point Range: & points
0 points No partners or match



1-2 points One partner or up to 10 percent match

3-4 points Two partners or 10.024.99 percent match

5 points Three or more partners or 25 percent or more match
9. Readinessto Proceee s cri be the projectds timeline. I s t he
following:
A For development projects, is it fully design
A For ac geats, is thare woitten doeuragntation indicating a willing seller?
A For acquisition projects, is there a written
A Are there any significant zoning, permitting
A Has Sstcampleted Braecdknomic impact analysis or business plan for the project that

o

identifies operational impacts and potential for revenue enhancement?

[ Point Range: @ points, which are multiplied later by 2

0 points Not ready, business case not eviden
(Acquisition) No agreement with landowner and fiscal impact will be substantial.

(Development) No construction drawings, no formal (or negative) business case
determined, and fiscal impact will be substantial.

1-2 points (Acquisition) Willing seller identified, economic impact analysis completed or
positive cost benefit determined.

(Development) Construction drawings at or near 60 percent complete. Economic
impact analysis identifies minimal operating impacts. Positive lmesefit
analysis exists.

3-4 points (Acquisition) Property (purchase) secured in some way by legal institution
include a letter of intent, or being held in trust or by agovernmental
organization (for example). Positive canefit analysis exists.
(Development) Construction drawings at or more than 60 percent complete and
economic impact analysis idififes potential revenue from the project or positive
costbenefit analysis exists.

5 points (Acquisition) State Parks has fAPurchase:
and the purchase will be made within its existing term, has very strong business
case, and codienefit analysis exists.

(Development) Plans completed and all permits in hand, economic analysis
identified potential revenue from the project. Positive-testefit analysis exists.
Completed business plan identifies potential revenus fhe project.

Revised April 2016. Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolutior22016

Scored by Washington State Parks and Recreation CommissiérApplicants do not
answer.



10. Commi ssitow swePlrli oddadsy.t hi s

project i mpl ement

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission evaluates this criterion. The
commission provides RCO with a ranked list of its applications.

RCO assigns a point value to each projgsed on its rank. The highest priority project shall
receive a point score equal to the number of applications ranked. The second highest ranked
project shall receive a point score one less than the one above it, and so on. The lowest priority
applicaton shall receive a value of 1.

RCO will apply a variable multiplier to the scores so the highest ranked application will receive a
point value of 6, and all other applications will have a point value less than 6 and proportional to

their rank.

[ PointRange: 66 points (after multiplier).

Revised April 2016. Board Resolution 2026

The example below assumes 13 projects evaluated.

Application Commission’s RCO Assigned Final Point
Project Rank Point Value Value
A 1 13 0,462 &

B 2 12 0.462 5.54
C 3 11 0.462 5.08
D 4 10 0.462 462

E 5 9 0.462 415

F & B 0.462 3.69
G 7 7 0.462 3.23

H 3 B 0.462 2.77

I 9 5 0.462 231

J 10 4 0.462 1.85

K 11 3 0.462 1.38

L 12 2 0.462 92

M 13 1 0.462 A5

Total Applications=13

Scored by RCO Staf§ Applicants do not answer.

11. Proximity to Human Populations.Where is this project located Wwitespect to urban growth areas,

cities and town, and county density?

This question is scored by RCO staff based on a map provided by the applicant. To receive a score, the

map must show the project location and project boundary in relationshiptéacityor t owno6s ur b a

growth boundary.

[1 Point Range below. The result from A is added to the result from B. Projects in cities with a population
of more than 5,00@ndwithin high-density counties receive points from both A and B. RCO staff awards

a maximum of 3 points.

A. The project is in the urban growth area boundary of a city or town with a population of 5,000

or more.
Yes 1.5 points

No 0 points
AND

B. The poject is in a county with a population density of 250 or more people per square mile.



Yes 1.5 points

No 0 points



APPENDIX 4
STATE PARKS CATEGORY PROPOSED EVALUATION CRITERIA
UPDATES
(areas of change on chart imed)

State Parks Criteria Summary

Score By # Question Project Type Maximum Points | Focus*
Possible
Advisory 1 Public Neecand-Need All 5 State
Committee Satisfaetion
Advisory 2 Project Significance All 15 Agency
Committee
Advisory 3 Threatard-tmpact Acquisition 10 State
Committee Combination 5
Advisory 4 Project Design Development 10 Technical
Committee Combination 5
Advisory 5 Suotoinobilieeand] All 10 State
Committee Environmental Stewardshig
Advisory 6 Expansion / Phased All 15 State
Committee
Advisory 7 Project Support All 10 Agency
Committee
Advisory 8 Partnerships or Match All 5 State
Committee
Advisory 9 Readiness to Proceed All 10 Agency
Committee
State Parks | 10 Commission Priorities All 6 Agency
Commission
RCO Staff | 11 Proximity to Human All 3 State
Populations
Total Points Possible =89

*Focug;Criteria orientation in accordance with the following priorities:

1 State;those that meet general stateW|de needs (often called for in Revised Codes of
Washington or theSta : R ORMecreation and
Conservation Plan for Washington State)

1 Agencythose that meet agency needs (usuallyitam of narrower purview, oftenalled for in
GKS {GFrGS tIFNyla FyRlawSONBSFGA2Y [/ 2YYAaaAz2yQa

1 Technicaithose that meet technical considerations (usually more objective decigianghose of
policy).

Current and Proposed EvaluationCriteria, by Question Number
(areas of change below imed)



Advisory Committee Scored

Question 1: Public Need and Need Satisfaction

Intent: Limit criteria topublic neednly becaus@eed satisfactiois better addressed ihreat and impact
(acquisition) and improject desigr(development projects) criteria. Additionally, reduces redundancy.

Current Proposed

1. Public Needand-Need-SatisfactionWhat is the 1. Public Need.What is the need for the
need for the proposed projeédid-what-extent-will proposed project€onsider whether the
the-projeetsatisty-the-need?-Considerthe-followin project is cited in an agency, regional, or log
% Cited-in-a Classification-and Management Pla plans.
; et
w—ldentified-in-a park-master-plan-or-other Point Range below. Evaluators award a
approved-planning-document? maximum of 5 points.
—tpeldeod [t heo o aoory |
capitalplan? 0 points Not included in a plan,
w-Consistent—with -Stat{ indirectly or does not
e—Preloctororooopboio culindto copun e sinfe implement the tte
need? Parks mission.
w—Towhat degree-will-thproject:
o—Further—care—for P 1-2 points Not included in a plan
treasured-lands,-waters—and-historic-placy but supportshe State
o Connect-more Washingtonians-to-their Parks mission.
dieocmeopaboenlandculbee L boninge,
0 Improve-guality orexpand-capacity-for 3-4 points Consistent with state,
recreational-and-educatiorsatperiences. regional and/or local
plans andmplements
Point Range below. Evaluators award a maximum the State Parks missiof
5 points.
5 points High priority in a state,
0 points No CAMP-or-etherplan, regional and/or locals
indirectly implements mission plans and strongly
and-vision implements the State
Parks mission.
1-2 points Implements missioand
vision-despite-a- CAMP.
Adeqaa%ely—add%esses—stated
3-4 poins Implements missionnd
visien- Consistent withSAMP
or other planteselves-a
management-problem,
essential-to-a-partnership, or
Greatly-addresses-stated-neg
5 points Strongly implements mission
and-visienHigh priority in a
CAMP-orothemplan, reselves
coratnogomontoretlom,
essential-to-a-partnership, or
Maximizes-the-satisfaction- of
the stated-need.
Question 2: Project Significance
Il ntent: Update criterion to reflect the Commi §

2013 Transformation Strategy. Additionally, reduces redundancy.
Current Proposed




Project Significance.Describe how this project
supportsSt at e Par k sdoesit:r a
e Copeounsomorenddsiio s o commnaiied
w—Protect-orrestore-natural-or-cultural

Point Range below. Evaluators award a
maximum of 5 points that are multiplied later b
3.

0 points Does not directly support

strategic-goals

1-2 points Indirectly supportsne-or

two-strategic-goals

Directly supportsatieast
ane-strategie-goal-or
ndiract
more-strategic-goals

3-5 points

Project Significance.Describe how this
project supports thBtatewide Acquisition
and Development Strateg9escribe how it
supports one or more of the following
goals:
a. Placesto Be
1 Connecting people with
Washingtonds i
b. Stories to Know
1 Engaging people in authentic
Washington stories
c. Things to Do
T Providing
recreation mainstays
d. Ways to Grow
1 Inviting novices to experience
Washingtonds o
e. Something for Everyone
1 Improving the quality of life for
all Washingtonians

Wa s h

Point Range: % points, which are multiplied
later by 3

Does not directly support
any of the Statewide
Acquisition and
Development Strategy
goals

Indirectly supports
Statewide Acgisition and
Development Strategy
goals

Directly supportsat least
one of the Statewide
Acquisition and
Development Strategy
goals

Strongly and directly
supports multiple
Statewide Acquisition and
Developmenttrategy
goals

0 points

1-2 points

3-4 points

5 points




Question 3: Immediacy of Threat and Impacts

Intent: Limit criterion toimmediacy of threadnly and remove/shifbperational impact$or consideration
through the agencybs operating budget dceedel opn
satisfaction sustainabilityandclimate changénto this criterion.

Current Proposed

3. Threat andtmpacts (acquisition and 3. Immediacy of Threat (acquisition and
combination projects only). Describe why it is combination projects only). Describe why it is
important to acquire the property now. Considg important to acquire the property now. Considg
w Is there an immediate threat to the propert w Does the acquisition satisfy the described

that will result in a loss in quality or need?
availability of future public use? w Is there an immediate threat to the propert
w—Will-the-acquisition-resultin-additional that will result in a loss in quality or
operating-impactsand-if sois-there poten availablity of habitat orfuture publicuse?
ferthosc-impacis-te-boetisci-by—odditonal w Is the acquisition needed to adapt to climal
FeVerHe? change?
Point Range below. Evaluators award a Point Range: &% points, which are multiplied
maximum of 5 points. Scores for acquisition later by 2 for acquisition projects and 1 for
projects are multiplied lat by 2. combination projects
0 points No evidence of threat to 0 points No evidence of threat to
the propertyandiorthe theproperty
unreasonable-operating 1-2 points Minimal threat to the
mpacts property
1-2 points Minimal threat to the 3-5 points Imminent threat of the
property-or the acquisition property losing qualitgr
will result in moderate becomingunavailable for
operating impacts habitat orfuture public use
or the threat led to a land
3-5 points Imminent threat of the trust acquiring rights over
property losing quality or the land at the request of
becoming unavailable for Stae Parks
future public use, or a
threat led to a land trust
acquiring rights in the land
at the request of State
Parlsand-operating
impacts-willbe-minimal-or
choctenddinons]
revente




Question 4: Project Design

Intent: Revise criterion to addressed satisfaction, sustainability, climate chargejproviding opportunities

equitably

Current

4. Project Design(development and combination

projects only). Is the project well designed?

Consider the following:

w Does this property support the type of
development proposed? Describe the
attributes: size, topography, soil conditiong
natural amenities, location and access, util
service, wetlands, etc.

ea—HewdeesrtheepFejeet—deag#makeJehebec

& How weII does the design provide equal
access for all people, including those with

disabilities?Hew-dees-thispreject-exceed
current-barrieffree requirements?

w Does the nature and condition of existing ¢
planned land use in the surrounding area
support tle type of development proposed?

ete?What, if any, are the mitigation
reqwrements for thls prOJect’>

w Is the cost estimate realistic?

Point Range below. Evaluators award a
maximum of 5 points. Scores for acquisition
projects are multiplied latemyt®.

0 points Design is not appropriate
for the site or the intended
use
1-2 points Design is moderately
appropriate for the site an
the intended use
3-4 points Design is very appropriate|
for the site and the
intended uset-addresses
mostelements-of-the
guestienand cost
estimates are accurate an
complete

5 points Deoclgnoderoososall

Proposed
4,

elements-of the-guestion

Project Design (development and

combination projects only).ls the project well

designed®escribe your project in detail.

Consider théollowing:

w Does the design satisfy the described nee(
w Where is the project in the design process
(concept, schematic, detailed design,

completed construction documentation)?

w Does this property support the type of
development proposed? Describe the
attributes: size, topography, soil conditions
natural amenities, location and access, util
service, vetlandsetc.

w How has climate change been incorporate
into project design?

w How does this project exceed current
universal accessibilitlequirementsnd
provide equal access for people with
disabilities?

w Does the design appeal to diverse
populations of the state?

w Does the nature and condition of existing ¢
planned land use in the surrounding area
support the type of developmembposed?

w Is the project permittable? Are there likely
be environmental permitting complications
that will have to be overcome with this
project?What, if any, are the mitigation
requirements?

w How will the project integrate sustainable
elements such as low impatgvelopment
techniques, green infrastructure,
environmentally preferred buildingoducts,
or reduce greenhouse gas emissions?

w Is the cost estimatealistic?

Point Range: &% points, which are multiplied
later by 2 for development projects and 1 for
combination projects
0 points Design is not appropriate
for the site or thintended
use
1-2 points Design is moderately
appropriate for the site an
the intended use
3-4 points Design is very appropriate
for the site antheintended
use and coststimates are
accurate andomplete
5 points Design is very appropriate
for the site, construction
documentation is completg




and cost estimates are
accurate andomplete

very-well-and-cost
estimates-are-accurate-an
complete

Question 5: Sustainability and Environmental Stewardship

Intent: Limit criterion tostewardshipnly becaussustainabilityis better addressed immediacy of threat
(acquisitions) and iproject desigr(development projects) criteria.

Current Proposed
5. Sustainability-and Environmental 5. Environmental Stewardship. What technjues

Stewardship.What techniques or resources arg
proposed to ensure the project will result in a
quality, sustainable, recreationaljtural

preservationor educational opportunity, while

or resources are proposed to ensure the projeq
will result in a quality, sustainable, recreational
heritage preservatiooy educational opportunity
while protectingand/or improving théntegrity of

protecting the integrity of thenvironment? the environment®escribe how the project will
protect and/or enhance natural and cultural

Describe how the project will protect natural resources.

resourceand-integrate-sustainable-elements-sy

—green Point Range: % points, which are multiplied
Pstciire o opdreneaoninb o srciore later by 2
0 points No or few stewardship
Point Range below. Evaluators awaré Points elements.
that are multiplied later by 2.
1-2 points Contains stewardship

0 points No or little gewardship elements and avoids
elements. impacts to naturair

cultural resources.

1-2 points Contains stewardship
elements and protects 3-4 points Numerous stewardship
natural or cultural elements, protectend
resourcesCensistent-with enhancesestorematural
State Parksod resources or cultural
Plan-and-goals. resources.

3-4 points Numerous stewardship 5 points Maximizes natural or
elements, protects and culturalresource
enhances natural resource protection,
or cultural resources. enhancesestoreqatural
Implements-many-of State| resources or cultural
Parksbd —susta resoures, and contains

innovative and outstanding

5 points Maximizes natural or stewardship elements.

cultural resource
protection, enhances
natural resources or
cultural resources, and
contains innovative and
outstanding stewardship
elementshmplements
many—eof—St at
sustanabilingeals.

Question 9: Readiness to Proceed

Intent: Limit consideration teeadiness to proceeahd removeconomic impact analysdbusiness plans
and consider these factors during the agencyos

Current Proposed




Readiness to Proceedde s cr i be t h
timeline. Is the project ready to proceed?
Consider:

w

w

For development projects, is it fully design
and permitted?

For acquisition projects, is there written
documentation indicating a willing seller?
For acquisition projects, is there a written
sales agreement or option with the propert|
owner?

Are there any significant zoning, permitting
issues, or encumbrances?

Has State Parks completed an economic
impact analysis or business plan for the
project that identifies operational impacts
and potential for revenue enhancement?

Point Range below. Evaluators award a
maximum of 5 points that are multiplied later b

2.

0 points sletrondie businoes cage
notevident.

(Acquisition) No
agreement with landowne
and fiscal impact will be
substantial and require
operational impact from
the Legislature.
(Development) No
construction drawings, no
formal (or negative)
business case determined
and fiscal impact will be
substatial and require
operational impact from
the Legislature.

1-2 points (Acquisition) Willing seller
and-economicimpact

positive-cost-benefit.
(Development)
Construction drawings at
or near 60 percent
complete Ecenomic
tsostopobelodonines
minimal-operating-impacts
Positive-cosbenefit
analysis-exists.
3-4 points (Acquisition) Property
(purchase) secured in son
way by legal instrumerio
include a letter of intent, o
being held in trust or by a
nongovernmental
organization (for example)
Rositive-cesbonetit
analysis-exists.

(Development)

Construction drawings at

Readinessto Proceedde s cr i be t h
timeline. Is the project ready to proceed?
Considerthefollowing:

w

w

For development projects, is it fully design
andpermitted?

For acquisition projects, is there written
documentation indicating a willgseller?
For acquisition projects, is there a written
sales agreement or option with the propert
owner?

Are there any significant zoning, permitting
issues, oencumbrances?

Point Range: % points, which are multiplied
later by 2

0 points (Acquisition) Not ready.
No agreement with
landowner
(Development) No construction drawings.
1-2 points (Acquisition) Willing
seller identified.
(Development)
Construction drawings at
or near 60 percent
complete.

3-4 points (Acquisition) Property
(purchase) secured in son
way by legal instrument to
include a letter of intent or
is being held in trust or by
a nongovernmental
organiation (for example).
(Development)
Construction drawings at
or more than 60 percent
complete.

5 points (Acquisition) State Parks
has fPandSalb as
Agreement o o
signed and the purchase
will be made within its
exigding term.
(Development) Plans
completed and all permits
in hand.




5 points

(Acquisition) State Parks

has APurchas
Agreement or
the purchase will be made
within its existing term,

has-very strong-business
Soooopntesboncil
analysis-exists.

(Development) Plans

completed and all permits
in hand-economic-analysig
+dentmed—petem|al—revem' ifi } 14




APPENDIX 5
MULTI -SITE DEVELOPMENT ELIGIBILITY

Staff Recommended MultiSite Eligibility for WWRP - State Parks Category

Multi -Site Development Projects

To be considered a mubite project thaincludes more than a single location, the project must meet the
following criteria:

1

=

=

All elements, across all sites, must be of the same type (for example, playgrounds, vault toilets,
parking, etc.).

All elements must be in the same State Parks Region.

Al el ements must meet the Office of Financi
biennial publication Washington State Capital Plan Instructions.

Funding for each site may nexceeds500,000.

No more than five sites mav hecluded in a sinale oroiect




APPENDIX 6

2021-:2023 PROPOSED WWRP STATE PARKS CATEGORY
PROJECTS AT A GLANCE

Project  Grant

Project Name

Grant

Type Category Manual

Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 222 Proposed Projects

1. Acq WWRP-State Deception Pasblyberg $1 million WWRP-ORA
Parks Property Manual

2. Acq WWRP-State GRG Icy Creek Phase 1 $1.5 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks Manual

3. Acq WWRP-State Inholdings and Adjacent $1 million WWRP-ORA
Parks Properties 2020 Manual

4, Acq WWRP-State Mt. SpokaneRiley Creek $1.5 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks Property Manual

5. Acq WWRP-State Olallie- Thompson Property $800,000 WWRP-ORA
Parks Manual

6. Acq WWRP-State Riverside/Little Spokane $700,000 WWRP-ORA
Parks Robinson Property Manual

7. Acq WWRP-State Twin HarborsJan Prieur $750,000 WWRP-ORA
Parks Property Manual

8. *Acq WWRP-State Wallace FallsParking $500,000 WWRP-ORA
Parks Expansion Manual

Acq WWRP-State | Total proposed $8,750,000
Parks
*Wallace FallsParking Expansion was moved from alternate status to proposed by the Commigaimmeiry 2020.

8. Dev WWRP-State Lake Sammamish Issaquah | $1.8 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks Creek Bridge/Trall Manual

9. Dev WWRP-State Lake WenatcheePedestrian $2.67 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks Bridge Manual

10. Dev WWRP-State Spokane River Centennial Trai $1.5 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks State ParkNew Surfacing Manual

11. Dev WWRP-State Willapa Hills- Bridges and $1.2 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks Trails Manual

12. Dew-Alt WWRP-State Lake Sammamish $2 million WWRP-ORA
Parks Esplanade/Tibbets Creek Manual

Boardwalk

13. Dev-Alt WWRP-State Lake Spokane Campground | $1.5 million | WWRP-ORA
Parks Manual

14. Dew-Alt WWRP-State *Multi -Site Playground $1 million WWRP-ORA
Parks Development Manual

15. Dev Alt WWRP-State Riverside State Park Bowl and| $430,000 WWRP-ORA
Parks Pitcher Manual

Dev WWRP-State | Total proposed $7,170,000

Parks
WWRP-State | Total proposed including $12,100,000
Parks proposed alternate

development projects



https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-ORA-Manual10a.pdf

Don Hoch
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

1111 Israel Road S.W. {P.O. Box 42650 { Olympia, WA 98504-2650 1 (360) 902-8500
TDD Telecommunications Device for the Deaf: 800-833-6388
www.parks.state.wa.us

March 12, 2020

Item E-2: Naval Special Operations Training in Washington State Parks
Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY : This item reports to the Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commissioran update about US Naval Special Operations training in Washington State parks.
For the last 30 years, the U.S. Naval Special Warfare Command (Navy) has been using public
lands in and around the Puget Sound, including some state parks, totc®pecial Operations
training exercises. The Navy would like to expand their current training program to include
additional locations and exercises. The proposal includes the use of 29 state parks. In the fall of
2019, the Navy concluded an Environnamissessment (EA) under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), which analyzed potential impacts resulting from the expansion of their
training program. With the EA now compl ete
Navy has made a formaquest of State Parks, asking for permission to conduct training
exercises within 29 state parks.

SIGNIFICANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  Admiral Gray of the US Navy will be
presenting to the Commission after the staff report regarding specific details about Special
Operations training practices.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION: All supporting information can be found at
https://parks.state.wa.us/1168/Ngwupposal

Author/Contact(s): Mike Sternback, Assistant Director of Operations
Mike.Sternback@parks.wa.g¢860)9028660
Jessica Logan, Environmental Program Manager
Jessica.Logan@parks.wa.g@60) 9028679

Reviewer(s):

Jessica Logan, SEPA REVIEW Pursuant to WAC 1971-704, $aff has determined that this
Commission agenda item is a report and therefore is not subject to State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) review.

Van Church, Fiscal Review:Report only, no impact at this time.

Andy Woo, Assistant Attorney General:Report only, ho impact at this time.

Approved for Transmittal to Commission

ot et

Donald Hoch, Director


http://www.parks.state.wa.us/
https://parks.state.wa.us/1168/Navy-proposal
mailto:Mike.Sternback@parks.wa.gov
mailto:Jessica.Logan@parks.wa.gov

Don Hoch
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

1111 Israel Road S.W. {P.O. Box 42650  Olympia, WA 98504-2650 1 (360) 902-8500
TDD Telecommunications Device for the Deaf: 800-833-6388
www.parks.state.wa.us

March 12, 2020

Item E-3: Alta Lake and Bridgeport State Parksi Classification and
Management Planning (CAMP)i Requested Action

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This item asks the Washington State Parks and Recreation

Commission (WSPRC) to adopt land classifications and-teng park bounaries for

Bridgeport and Alta Lake state parks. This item advanceSthenmi s si onds strategi
AProvide recreation, cultural and interpretiyv

SIGNIFICANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  Over the past year, staff has facilitated a
public planning process for Bridgeport and Al
Classification and Management Planning (CAMP).

Planning Area
Alta Lake and Bridgeport state parks are located in North Central Washington, in Okanogan

County. They are located within 30 miles of each other and within two miles of local towns

Pateros and Bridgeport, respectively. The town of Brewster sits betwetvothehich includes

a major grocery store, hardware store and many retail services that attract residents from Pateros
and Bridgeport. Timber and logging were once the dominant industries in Okanogan County;

now agriculture provides the biggest shareropyment. Tourism also plays a big role in the

local economy, which is still recovering from the 2014 Carlton Complex Fire. The fire burned

256,108 acres and damaged structures and vegetation at Alta Lake State Park, including a
significant portionofthe hade canopy in the camping areas.
relatively high percentage of people of Hispa
population. The U.S. Census 2018 estimates for Okanogan County report the population

identifying as Hispanic at 20.5 percent, compared to 12.9 percent for Washington state. County
household median income | evels are $45,808, w
(U.S. Census 2018). Park attendance at each park for the calendar 2019 isvas follo

Park Overnight Day-use Total
Alta Lake 33,257 91,574 124,831
Bridgeport 11,291 86,736 98,027



http://www.parks.state.wa.us/

Alta Lake State Park

Alta Lake offers fishing, boating, and other wattelated recreation in a relatively quiet and

serene setting. The parkaspecially popular in the warm summer months with a core of visitors
who return year after year. Private properties front the lake on its southwest and east side. In
addition to many seasonal property owners, some residents live at Alta LakewehrTie

park is edged by the Alta Lake Golf Course, a-golirse community where new home
construction continues to attract new residen
where State Parks collaboratively manages lake levels. This stems fromladiSiaBve
appropriation, which directed construction of a pump station and pipeline from the Methow

River to Alta Lake. The project was initiated in response to concerns about low water level in the
lake and associated impacts to recreation and aesth&ti agreement between State Parks,
Friends of Alta Lake (FOAL) and the Alta Lake Golf Course spells out shared responsibility for
pumping water to maintain lake levels, using water for golf course irrigation, and sharing costs
for maintenance and opei@t of the system.

Bridgeport State Park

Bridgeport State Park is a 622re camping park with 7,500 feet of freshwater shoreline on

Rufus Woods Lake. The park offers swimming, boating, fishing and camping, and is a lure for
hunters in the fall as well dsose seeking a shady oasis during the hot summer months. The park
is located along the Columbia River, just above the Chief Joseph Dam. Visitors access the park
from Highway 17, which also leads to the town of Bridgeport. The Chief Joseph Hatchery and
other recreation lands owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) lie adjacent to the
park, to the west.

Bridgeport State Park is comprised of 340 acres of land owned by the Commission and
approximately 280 acres leased from USACE. Thg&d leasexpires in 2040 and includes a

list of planned park improvements and other management commitments. Some commitments
have been implemented (e.g. having the park openrrgead), while others are being

considered through the current CAMP process. Leadehmedonfederated Tribes of the

Colville Reservation have expressed interest in management of the area, and the lease agreement
requires the agency to maintain a positive dialogue with them.

Until 2018, Bridgeport State Park also featured a smaltimihe golf course, which was
operated as a park concession. After several years of diminished use, financial constraints
required State Parks to end the concession agreement. A key element of the current CAMP
process is to determine the letegm viability d the golf course and consider potential
alternative uses of the site.

Classification and Management Planning

Land Classification

A central park of CAMP involves zoning or classification of park lands. State Parks has

developed a system of six land diieations (Appendix 5). When assigned to a specific area

within a park, each classification sets an appropriate intensity for recreational activity and
development of facilities. Classifications align along a spectrum, ranging fromtditgpiuv-

intensityland uses. For exampleecreation Areaallow for the most intensive uses on one end

of the spectrum, whilBlatural Area Preserveallow for the least intensive uses on the other. By
classifying park lands, the agency is able to consciously strike rrcbdb@tween protecting park
resources and providing an appropriate variety of recreational opportunities for park visitors.
Activities indicated as ficonditional 0 under t



which may be permitted at specisites only with the concurrence of the Commission. Staff
recommendations are included in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5.

LongTerm Boundary

A second product of CAMP is adoption of a letegm park boundary. This is a frequently
misunderstood aspect of parapning. One of the purposes of delineating a{targh boundary

is to take a big picture look at lands surrounding the park that, independent of ownership, may
advance the conservation and recreation mission of the park. Additionally, theedongark
boundary is used to identify surrounding lands with which State Parks would like to advance
shared management goals. The lbeign park boundary also considers whether agemayed
property should be retained or be considered surplus to park needs.

Including privately owned property in a lottgrm boundary gives Commission direction to staff
to work with nearby landowners on cooperative management or potential land transactions.
Transactions may range from simple agreements, to recreation and consenssioergs, and
sometimes even to agency purchase of property. Staff recommendations are included in
Appendix 4.

Management Plan

The management plan describes the principal features of the park, setsdqenkanagement
objectives and outlines specific appches and prescriptions in response to issues identified
through the planning process. These plans help document the planning process and serve as
informational resources for the public as well as in providing key background information for
pursuing grats and other funding. Park management plans are adopted at the Director level to
allow periodic revisions as circumstances change. Management approaches for both parks are
included in this report; however, a complete management plan will be presente®icettior

at a later date.

CAMP Public Process

State Parks prepares CAMP plans through rstétjed public participatiebased planning
processes that culminate, in this case, with Commission consideration and adoption of land
classifications. CAMP plans also include park management plans adoptexiiyeitior that
allow for periodic updates as conditions change.

For each planning project, the agency forms a planning team. The team includes park planners,
resource stewards and park staff. As necessary, the planning team also calls upon theaxpertise
resource and facility specialists from within and outside the agency.

The CAMP process for Alta Lake and Bridgeport include public participation at each of the four
planning stages including:

1 Two public meetings and one Alta Lake property owneetimg during Stage 1 Issues

Identification;

1 One joint open house during Stage 2 Alternatives; and

1 One public meeting during Stage 3 Preliminary Recommendations
Attendance at public meetings was low but was productive in communicating with interested
patties and collecting their interests. In addition to these meetings, staff conducted additional



outreach to reach historically underrepresented groups including development and distribution of
bilingual announcements; presentations at local governmentuaiebs groups, schools, and
community events; and an online narrated PowerPoint presentation posted on the project
website.

Public Input

In addition to the feedback collected in Stage 1 and 2, staff held a public meeting about the
Preliminary Recommendans in January 2020. The majority of comments focused on
Bridgeport State Park, including support for the land use recommendations for the golf course
property, including irexpanded camping, trail development, gazebos and event space for this
area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on information gathered in the field, work of the staff planning team and engagement with
the public, staff recommends that the Commission adopt final recommendations for land
classifications and lonterm park boundaries for AtLake and Bridgeport state parks as

described in Appendix 5 and Appendix 6.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION:

Appendix 1: Alta Lake State Park map

Appendix 2: Bridgeport State Park map

Appendix 3: Key management issues

Appendix 4: Alta Lake, Lake LeveManagement Agreement

Appendix 5: Staff Recommended Land Classifications and Conditional Uses for Alta Lake
State Park and Final Recommendations Map

Appendix 6: Staff Recommended Land Classifications and Conditional Uses for Bridgeport
State Park and Fin®Blecommendations Map

Appendix 7: Alta Lake State Park Draft Management Approaches (for Director approval)

Appendix 8: Bridgeport State Park Draft Management Approaches (for Director approval)

Appendix 9: State Parks Land Classification System matrix

AUTHORITY:
RCW 79A.05.030(1), WAC 3526-020, and WAC 3526-030

REQUESTED ACTION OF THE COMMISSION:

That the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission:

1. Adopt land classifications and lotgrm park boundaries as recommended by staff in
Appendix 5 ad Appendix 6.

2. Affirm the land classification and loAgrm boundary decisions are for Commission policy
direction only and should not 1) affect private property values; 2) be used as an indication of
a property owner 6s wi Islabasigfarenaksg state ordoeal | ; or
government regulatory, permitting or zoning decisions on private land holdings.

3. Affirm that any land acquisition or development of land management agreements withing the
adopted longerm park boundary are subject tafStapacity and agency priority.

4. Direct staff to explore any and all means to free State Parks of ongoing financial and
operational responsibility for managing lake levels at Alta Lake State Park.

Author/Contact(s): Melinda Posner, Park Planner
Melinda.posner@parks.wa.q(¥60) 9028671



mailto:Melinda.posner@parks.wa.gov

Reviewer(s):

Jessica Logan, SEPA REVIEWPursuant to WAC 1971-310 and WAC 19711-340, staff

i ssued a nAnDet-8Simhnédtcanceb NanJanuary 29, 202
recommendation finding that the action proposed was minor and the environmental effects not
significant.

Van Church, Fiscal Review: Adoption of this requested action has an indeterminate fiscal
impact. Future decisions regarding the Alta Lake and Bridgeport state parks may have a fiscal
impact on the state park system. These costs would be assessed and idedtifiegéeded,
included in future operating and capital budget requests.

Andy Woo, Assistant Attorney General: Reviewed February 21, 2020

Peter Herzog, Assistant Director

Approved for Transmittal to Commission

ot et

Donald Hoch, Director




APPENDIX 1
Alta Lake State Park Map

Alta Lake State Park

: 2 I
( Hiking AN Picnic area | enlt)l‘-;:lrll’\(oe

Restrooms Et%';'%?‘r , Welcome station Otto R

. : oad

E Parking RVoamping | X
Picnic shelter g Group camp ll ol G-F:‘glgp
Boat launch Cdmping : %, Dgg;lase camp/

[=1 Trailer dum; immi

o P Pg Swimming /

...... | /
/
1l //
/
/
/
_ /
————————————————— /
/
/
/
/
/

1B Otto Road Pateros, WA 98846 -« Information Center (360) 902-8844



APPENDIX 2
Bridgeport State Park Map

WASHINGTON
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APPENDIX 3
Key Management Issues

Several recurring management issues waegtified through the process. Management
approaches to these issues as identified by the public and staff include the following:

Alta Lake Management Issues
Two key issues were identified to be addressed through this process for Alta Lalafiktate
lake level management and trail management.

Lake Level Management

Background

In response to pressure from the public, in 1969 the legislature appropriated $60,000 to State

parks to install a pump system to pump water to Alta Lake to raise thieVakeThe State

Game Commission agreed to spend up to $30,000 of the project costs to assure fish protection.
State Parks obtained water rights for Al ake |
In 1972, State Parks installed a system wimcluded a pump station on Douglas County
property on the Met how -lRsepaver pymp/end 7,406 feePad IO1 ) wii
inch diameter steglipe.

State Parks has been involved in multiple agreements with the Friends of Alta Lake (FOAL) and
the Alta Lake Golf Course to pump water into from the Methow River into Alta Lake since the
system was built. These agreements have included cost sharing and lake level thresholds for
pumping. Soaring operation and maintenance costs to keep the pumg 247imand concerns
about risk from lake level dynamics led State Parks to revise these agreements over time,
limiting the financial contribution and expressing the desire to transfer responsibility for lake
pumping to other parties.

State Parks removetself from the water pumping agreement in the 1980s after rising lake
levels led to flooding of private and park property. After pumping stopped, the natural lake level
kept rising, resulted in the eventual closure of the boat launch and 35 campsites aaghe
eventual removal of 300 ponderosa pines. This left private property owners with continued
concerns about future lake levels.

Local pressure and a failed attempt to create a lake level funding district brought the agency back
to the table. Dung the 1985 session the Legislature passed a bill establishing a governmental
mechanism by which property owners could establish a lake improvement district to control

water levels. Local residents and representatives from the Pateros Chamber of Commerce
strongly urged State Parks to modify its existing pumping system to pumpouttérthe lake.

State Parks indicated a willingness to work with the community but would not assume the entire
responsibility to stabilize the lake level. The local communig wnable to establish an

appropriate entity to sponsor and fund the project. In time, the lake level receded, reducing
concern about the higher water levels. In 1989, the motor and pump unit were removed and
placed in storage.

I n 2004, when | ake | evels again receded (the
State Parks was pressured to pump water into the lake and, in 2008, a nmartWdater Level
Management Agreement was signed between WSPRC and FOAL. Pumpimgiedntntil 2016

when FOAL ran out of money and the lake was within a couple of inches of the preferred lake



level. At that time, th@ump was shut off and winterized. Since then, Alta Lake Golf course has
used the pump system solely for irrigation.

Theb ke | evel came within 20 of flooding the st
time, the 2016 agreement was replaced with the current agre@peendix 4), which reduces

the performance period to three years, eliminates financial contribbyo®tate Parks (and the

other entities) from contributing financially
responsibility for the facilities and management to other parties.

Today, the lake level is a few inches lower than what it w&ebruary 2019 but it has already
floodedportions of some private properties including a boat house and septic system.

Public Comments

Several public comments about lake levels were collected throughout the process, including

those from lake property owners. A sampling of comments includes:

1 Lake levels are a priority

1 Need pumping system to keep lake level the same all the time

1 The pumpig system could be made to work in either direction and keep the lake at a normal

height (1175 ft). This would ensure more campers over time, as they know what to expect

each year. As private homeowners we would be more than willing to work towards this goa

Highest priority of the State is to maintain a reasonable lake level

Rising water levels have limited access in the past

A study to investigate the water level of the lake would be a good use of funds as much of the

beach area previously open to thelpuis now gone because of the rise in water level over

the last couple of yeaf@0

1 About 34 years ago the water level increased significantly eliminating the sandy beach that
once existing just north east of the swim area. This reduced the numbeatetlad the lake
as it eliminated a place to beach your boat and a place to relax on a sand beach away from the
swim area. | would like to see the lake level lowered to bring back this sandy beach area to
some extent. Or as an alternate the area jusih &6 the swim area could be improved

Conclusion

While the lake is most desirable for wabzrsed recreation when the at the normal water level,

the common practice for | akes under State Par

water levels ecording to natural climactic cycles. In a few cases, State Parks manages

infrastructure to manage lake levels. This includes dams on Lake Sylvia, Moran and Mountain

lakes. The former is managed to prevent flooding; the latter to provide drinking water to

downstream residents. These are the exceptions rather than the rule. Where possible, State Parks

is divesting itself from management of water and other utility systems due to financial risk and

liability.

= =4 =

Cliff Trail and DayUse Trail Improvements

Backgound

The existing cliff trail is a steep, switdlack that tees off at a fork along the current park service
road which also serves as a park trail located on the west side of the park. The trail rises to a
viewpoint that provides stunning views of wildlife arfands to the north; of orchards, homes

and range lands along both sides of the Columbia River and to the confluence of the Methow and
Columbia rivers to the east; and of the ridges and rises to Goat Mountain to the west. The trail is
currently passableut in need of rehabilitation. Though limited to foot traffic, the trail has

degraded significantly in recent years. Washout sections and unstable surfaces in many places
have created a potential safety hazard. A key issue to resolve through the CAMB @oce



whether to abandon the trail or rehabilitate and potentially extend the trail to the top of Goat
Mountain.

The dayuse trail runs from the boat launch to the-dag area (LC 5, LC 10). It has been

repeatedly damaged by drainage from the steep slopes on the west side of the park. The location
of the trail in the center of the park, used by campers andskaysitors, within the natural

setting this landscape transition zone from ponderosa pine forest to ariestppb landscape,

makes it an ideal location for developing an interpretive trail. Its proximity to Natural Areas LC

10 and LTB 7 also contribute its potential for interpretive experiences, which could include
interpretive/educational facilities (e.g. viewing platform) for observing the birds and other

wildlife in this area. The proposal is to restore the-dsg trail with sustainable design and

materials so that it will withstand future higtater events, provide a nonmotorized path

accessible to all park visitors and develop interpretive signage.

Public Comments
Staff heard a range of comments about trail development in Stage 2 and 3 inttiediegire
for additional trails, trails of different lengths and levels of difficulty for different ages and
abilities, and trails around the lake. A sampling of comments is included here:
Like trail developmen©d30
Expanding hiking/biking trails
Either maintain the trail up the mountain from the group campsite or clodmility
Difficult and expensive to build trails and keep slides and access controlled
Disappointed by the lack of trails currently
Trail around the lake appealing for seeingttreain
Disappointed with lack of access to most of the lake
Walking/biking trails around the lake would be great but opposed to having them open to
motorized vehicles
1 Prefer a more natwigased experience when we go camping and the idea of hiking from
acampsite around the lake would be amazing
1 Support new or refreshed trail from camping area to swim area; question the trails
suggested on Alternative #JIprimarily due to presence and number of rattle snakes, both
inside and outside park boundaries
1 Most interested in having more or longer trails for walking and hiking; like the idea of a
loop trail around Alta lake, and it would be cool if it had a safe viewing area or platform
at the top since people will make their own trails to look over the edgelakée
anyway.
Love the idea of an around the lake trail at Alta and the extension of the mountain trail.
Trail development to east area in Alternative 1 would be great. This past summer the
Boys & Girls Club did 4 field trips. One was to Alta Lake Clitdil; another was to water
park. By far, the Alta Lake hike was the bestll parents, staff and kid participants
agreed they did an interpretive thing too
1 Improve trail from boat launch to picnic area.
1 Maybe an easy hike for kids.
1 Wide trails for bike
Conclusion
There are limited opportunities to expand and diversify the recreation experience at Alta Lake
State Park. Expanding the trail network is one way of doing so and was well supported by
feedback heard from dayse and overnight visitors, and bgth boaters and ndwoaters. The
recommended action supports continued development/rehabilitation of the two existing trails and
identifies new trail development opportunities that could be implemented in the near future, with
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or without future expansioon f t he pgaerrknd sb oluonndgary, supporting t
more of a destination property.

Bridgeport Management Issues
The key issue to address in this process for Bridgeport State Patksis of the former Lake
Woods Golf Course.

Background

The Lake Woods Golf Course ran a concession at Bridgeport State Park from 1963 to 2018.

Over time, the business was unable t&enanprovements and attract enough customers to

continue operation. In 2018, the lease was terminated. Since that time, State Parks has continued
to run the irrigation system, which is outdated and in need of significant repair, in order to keep
the grassnd trees alive. A key issue for this CAMP was to determine the vision for future use of
the golf course property.

The majority of the property used by the golf course is owned by the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers (USACE). A small portion is owned by &taarks, who manages both the WSPRC

owned property and 280 acres of land owned by USACE. USACE is supportive of most uses as

long as recreation is the primary use. The currentezh lease agreement between State Parks

and USACE calls for continuedopgrabn of t he golf course, wupgrad
system and continuing productive dialogue with the Colville Confederated Tribe, in addition to

other facility improvements such as improving access to thaiseyeach, which was identified

by severamembers of the public during Stage 1. USACE has indicated general support for the
proposed recreation uses in this area identified by the public including camping, trails and other
facilities.

Public Comments

Public comments covered a range of topics including ideas about future use of the golf course
property:

1 More group camping and shade trees

1 Provide more camping but preserve size of current sites; golf course property provides
opportunity for additional gaping units without raising the commercialism of the camping
Improved camping/RV facilities including more sites to accommodate 5th wheelers

Cabins offer opportunity to leave the 5th wheeler at home and tow the boat

Need larger RV sites; would be grebtray the water in old golf course area

Like the idea of camping at the old golf course

Like the idea of cabins along the watierold golf course area

People want full hookupgswould be great in area of old golf course

Everyone uses the existing trailsvalking, biking

If you add more trails, make sure you add bathrooms

Add concession at the old clubhouse, with large seating area and selling things that people
need to drive to town for

Frisbee golf

Like the open area and green grass

Add more water featesi e.g. wading pool for little kids

More recreational activities for childrerspray park, bike trails, bike course; concession to
provide things we dondédt have to drive into t
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The CAMP process generated significant feedback about future use of the former golf course
property including continued tr aicbnsistenteavithal ong
the lease agreement State Parks holds with the U.S. Army CdEpgiokers. The public is

more supportive of continuing the existing developed landscape area, with shade and grass (and
requiring irrigation) than restoring it to the natural shstdppe environment. In addition, the

public also supports expanded campamg dayuse where both types of visitors will enjoy river

views, trail development and space for interpretive programming and events.



APPENDIX 4
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN FRIENDS OF ALTA LAKE / ALTA LAKE GOLF COURSE AND
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
FOR THE PURPOSE OF
MAINTAINING LAKE LEVEL AND PUMPING FACILITY

|. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The Friends of Alta Lake (Athe Friendso), AIlt
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commiosn ( AiWSPRC0) (col l ecti ve
have agreed to manage a water pumping system (Facility) for the purpose of maintaining Alta

Lake water levels and for the irrigation of the Golf Course.

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MOW) &stablish an understanding
between the Parties regarding@uoing maintenance and operation of the Facility.

[I. STATEMENT OF MUTUAL INTEREST AND BENEFIT
WHEREAS the Parties desire to enter into an MOU in order to preserve the recreational values
of Lake Alta and to bring additional recreation and economic value to the area;

WHEREAS there is a history of the water level of Alta Lake dropping to such a point, it
adversely affects the use of the lake for public outdoor recreation;

WHEREAS, in 1972, WSRC received a onetime legislative appropriation to construct a system
(Facility) to allow for the pumping of water from the Methow River to restore Alta Lake water
level;

WHEREAS the Friends desire to keep the lake at a level which will allow for recralatise of
private property ownero6s | ands along the | ake

WHEREAS WSPRC desires to keep the lake at a level that would allow for public use of a boat
launch, swim beach and other recreational activities within Alta Lake State Park;

WHEREAS the Golf Course has used, under agreement with WSPRC, the pumpingsystem
1992 for irrigation purposes of an-b8le golf course near Alta Lake; and

WHEREAS the Golf Course desires continued use of the pumping system to irrigate the golf
course, which adds additional recreation and economic values to the area;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits to be derived, the parties hereby
enter into this MOU for maintenance and operation of the herein referenced Facility subject to
and conditioned upon the following terms, conditions and covenants which treraeboed

Parties hereby promises to faithfully and fully observe and perform.

lll. PARTIES

WSPRC is an agency of the State of Washington. WSPRC possess an easement for a water
pipeline from the Methow River to Alta Lake State Park; a permit grantedDanrglas County
Public Utility District (DC PUD) for a pump house and pumping system located on DC PUD
lands; and a water right certificate from the Department of Ecology to pump water from the
Methow River to Alta Lake. WSPRC has contributed fundingheroperation and maintenance
of the Facility.



The Golf Course, owned and operated by Donald Barth as Alta Lake Golf Course Inc., has
maintained the Faculty in conjunction with WSPRC. Mr. Barth has also contributed funds for
the Facility.

The Friends h& consistently supported the facility with donations from local property owners.

The Friends is a neprofit corporation duly organized and validly existing under the laws of the

State of Washington. Each person signing this Agreement on behalffafehds represents

and warrants that: (a) he or she is duly authorized and has legal capacity to execute and deliver
this Agreement on the Friendsdéd behalf, all/l ne
taken by the Friends; (b) thathe orsheexut es t hi s Agreement i n accoc
Articles of Incorporation, bylaws, and any other governing policy(ies); and (c) that he or she is

acting within the scope of his or her authority granted to him or her by the Friends. Each person
signing this Agreement on behalf of the Friends further represents and warrants that this

Agreement is a valid and legal agreement binding on the Friends and enforceable in accordance

with its terms.

VI. TERM
This agreement shall commence at the time ofakiedarty signing this MOU and shall run for a
term of three (3) years (fAithe Ter mo) . This M

approval of the Parties.

V. RESPONSIBILITIES OF ALL PARITIES
The Parties shall:

1) Meet annually to coordinate the management, operation, and maintenance activities for
the Facility.

2) To discuss upcomingyear anticipated expenses and maintenance challenges.

3) Develop an annual operating budget for years during this agreement that kake Le
pumping will or does occur as agreed to by all parties, which will be funded from
existing funds already allocated to the Friends of Alta Lake from State Parks in 2017 and
2018, as well as Friends of Alta Lake contributions, and Don Barth.

4) Establish ad or maintain a bank account for the collection and disbursement of funds
contributed by the Parties (AFacility Acco

5) Make appropriate payments to the designated bookkeeper.

6) Agree that no pumping shall occur during the Term unless lake level diops 1654
above sea level and all Parties agree to pumping.

7) Agree that no work shall commence unless the Parties unanimously approve all
construction plans prior to any work being commenced.

8) Agree that all expenditures from the Facility Account shall imously approved by
the Parties prior to disbursement.

9) Agree that the provisions of this agreement may be modified only by mutual consent of
all Parties hereto.

VI. RESPONSIBILITIES OF ALTA LAKE GOLF COURSE INC.
The Golf Course shall:
1) Be solelyresponsible for daily maintenance and operation of the Facility.
2) Coordinate with the Friends and WSPRC pursuant to lake level concerns.
3) Properly train any employees for the maintenance tasks required.
4) Audit the infrastructure annually to determine loaght maintenance challenges in order
to bring these issues to the annual meeting for resolution.



VIl. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FRIENDS (ONLY IF LAKE LEVEL PUMPING IS
AGREED TO DURING THIS TERM BY ALL PARTIES)
If lake level pumping is agreed to during ttesm by all parties, Friends shall:
1) Encourage additional organizations, agencies, and individuals to donate funds for the
costs of operating the Facility.
2) Contribute collected funds to the annual operating and maintenance account.
3) Be responsible for establishing the Facility account.
4) Responsible for bookkeeping of the annual operating budget and the disbursement of
funds approved by the parties from theifigcAccount.

VIll. RESPONSIBILITIES OF WSPRC
WSPRC shall:

1. During the term of this thregear agreement, work with the parties to determine future
collaboration and responsibilities of each party beyond the April 2022 agreement
termination date.

2. Lookinto the possibility of surplus of the pump facilities to the Alta Lake Golf Course/or
consider long term agreement allocating all responsibilities and oversight of the facilities
to theGolf Course for the use of the Golf Course operations and lakenhevrelgement
as per agreement.

3. Discuss long term collaboration of the Facility with the Golf Course, the Friends, and
WSPRC beyond this period in order to maintain cooperative measures for the betterment
of the Alta Lake water levels into the future.

WSPFRC will not be contributing toward the operating budget for the period of this agreement
because the previous two payments have been held in reserve, as no pump operations have
occurred for lake level management since January 2016.

Xl. CONTACTS

This MOU shall be administered by a working group consisting of representatives of the Parties.
Each party shall designate a contact person who shall have responsibility for disseminating
information to other individuals and parties in its respective entity antbfrdinating

organizational matters for the administrative working group. Those contacts are hereby
designated in writing at the annual meeting.

X. APPROVAL OF PLANS.

Prior to any construction, alteration, replacement, or removal of the Facitigtinfcture

referenced herein or any other substantial activity by the Parties hereto, a notification and plans
for the same shall be submitted in writing at the annual meeting and no such work will begin
without all Parties prior written approval of thiaps. In the case of emergency repairs or
alterations to the facility or components therein a minimum of notification to

State Parks within 24 hours is required.

Xl. WORK STANDARDS.

All work to be performed by the Golf Course on the WSPRC property shall be in accordance

with the plans submitted to and approved by the Parties hereto and shall be completed in a
careful and workmanli ke manner teos. UWBBPRCOs s at
completion of construction on the WSPRC property, and upon completion of any subsequent

work performed by the Golf Course on the WSPRC property, the Golf Course shall remove all
debris and restore the surface of the property as nearly as pdedité condition in which it



was at the commencement of such work, and shall replace any property corner monuments,
survey references or hubs which were disturbed or destroyed during construction.

XIl. TERMINATION FOR BREACH.

In the event the any psrbreaches or fails to perform or observe any of the terms and conditions
herein, and fails to cure such breach or default within ninety (90) days of written notice thereof,
or, if not reasonably capable of being cured within such ninety (90) days, sitithirother

period of time as may be reasonable in the circumstances, any party hereto may terminate the
rights under this Agreement in addition to and not in limitation of any other remedy of law or in
equity, and the failure of any party to exercise suchg ht at any ti me shal
rights to terminate for any future breach or default.

Xlll. APPLICABLE LAWS

Each party shall conform to all applicable laws and regulations affecting WSPRC property and
t he partyo6s ac taieditheteto.eEach pamyeshadl correctatitslown expense any
failure of compliance with such laws and regulations and shall hold each party harmless from
any and all claims suffered or alleged to be suffered arising out of such failure of compliance.

XIV. LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY
Each party shall be responsible for its own negligence. In the case of concurrent negligence of
two or more parties, each party shall be responsible in proportion to its own negligence

EXECUTED by the parties below:

Friends of Alta Lake

By
Print Name & Title
Date

Alta Lake Golf Course

By
Print Name & Title
Date

Washington State Parks & Recreation Commission

By
Print Name & Title
Date
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APPENDIX 5

Staff Recommendations for Land Classifications, Conditional Uses, and

Long-Term Park Boundary for Alta Lake State Park

Land Classification:

Staff recommends that the Commission classify Alta Lake as a combination of the three land
classifications proposed below, and as graphically illustrated on the map on the nextimage.
long-term boundary recommendations for the south end of the lake offer an opportunity to
expand the offerings at Alta Lake State Park, which is currently limited to the existing developed
footprint. It is the logical next place to expand recreatiasal will protect views and the

recreation experience both in and around the lake; provides an opportunity to offer non
motorized boating access away from the boat ramp at the north end of the lake, which is well
used by motorized boats; and provides atfamuntry gateway to the backcountry to the

southeast.

1 Recreationapplies to:

o

(0]

Areas noted as LC 2, LC 3, LC 4, LC 6 and LC 7. This includes the existing
developed camping and dage areas and will allow for continued higitensity use

and potential expansion of overnight accommodations where possible. This land
classification inaldes the restrooms, swim area, office and shop buildings near the
park entrance, park residences and boat ramp.

Areas noted as LTB 2, LTB 6 and LTB 8. LTB 2 and LTB 6 will allow for limited
expansion of camping in existing camp loops 1 and 3. LTB 8allailv for future
development of additional high intensity recreation in the area currently managed as a
private recreation resort, including guided tours, trail rides, camping, and boating.

1 Resource Recreatiorapplies to:

o

Areas noted as LC 1, LCdnd LC 9. LC 1 includes the existing developed residential
properties along Otto Lane and recognizes the area for potential trail expansion noted
to the southeast. LC 5 recognizes this area as habitat for the western gray squirrel and
golden eagle, and thmatural drainage it provides from the steep slopes to the west. It
will support the renovation of the existing dage trail as in interpretive opportunity

within reach of most park visitors. LC 9 includes the existing cliff trail on the west

side of thepark.

Areas noted as LTB 1, LTB 3 and LTB 5. LTB 1 and 3 will protect the existing
viewshed and wildlife corridor, which are consistent with LC 5 and with LTB 7,
which will conserve existing natural resources in these areas. LTB 5 will support trail
develpment in this area of the park, including a trail connection from the eastern
area of the park.

1 Natural applies to:

(0]

= =4 =

Areas noted as LC 8 and LC 10, which include the wetland area within the current
boundary and the riparian area between theudayarearad the boat launch

extending to the south along Otto Road, respectively.

Areas noted as LTB 4 and LTB 7. LTB 4 includes the remainder of the wetland,
which is currently outside the current park boundary. LTB 7 includes

Conditional activities irRecreatbn Areas Recreation concession areas
Conditional activities irResource Recreation Aredsone
Conditional activities ilNatural Areas None






