September 1, 2014
Washington Parks and Recreation Commission
1111 Israel Road. S. W.
P. O. B. 42650
O.ympia, WA 98504
Attn: Mt. Spokane State Park Draft EIS (Randy Kline, St. Parks)
Dear Commissioners:
I worked as the state Land Steward for The Nature Conservancy (TNC) for 30 years (1979-2009). During
the last twenty-five years (1984-2009) of my tenure, the Conservancy worked closely with State Parks on
a number of fronts to protect mature/old growth forests throughout the State Parks system, initiating a
number of State Park Natural Forests in nearly a dozen parks.
The Conservancy’s involvement began with a media crisis when State Parks harvested mature and old
growth trees in notable excess of blowdown at Deception Pass State Park in 1984. Local residents, in an
effort to protect the park, registered complaints and continued to seek redress until State Parks formed
an ad hoc Advisory Committee on Old Growth consisting of the Sierra Club, Washington State Audubon,
and the Conservancy. Shortly thereafter, Parks created a new land classification within the system –
Natural Forest – which was designed to protect mature and old growth forests within parks. With this
classification in place, the ad hoc Committee and Parks moved forward, creating Natural Forests in a
number of state parks.
This system worked well for nearly a decade, but, by the early 1990’s, it became increasingly clear that a
more thorough, scientific assessment of State Park forests was required. The Conservancy, working with
State Parks and the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Natural Heritage Program (NHP),
commissioned the NHP to conduct a forest assessment and indicate which areas qualified for Natural
Forest classification. The study, published in 1993, numbered the PASEA, among other areas, as
qualifying for Natural Forest designation.
It is with this background with State Parks that I am commenting on the DEIS (2014) for the PASEA at Mt.
Spokane.
The DEIS correctly notes impacts on the PASEA if Alternative #4 is selected, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Impacts on wildlife habitat
Impacts on wildlife habitat connectivity
Natural Forest and native plant communities
Soil and slope stability
Water quality
Introduction of invasive species
Compromising of viewsheds

I recommend you add “Noise” to this list. I note where it is treated later in the DEIS, but noise will
certainly have an impact on wildlife and current human enjoyment of solitude and should be part of the
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impacts listing. Noise will certainly be part of any construction, but it will also continue with significantly
increased use by humans.
I also notice the list of possible mitigation measures to address the impacts, if Alternative #2 is not
selected as the preferred alternative. It is worth examining the applicability of the various mitigation
measures listed if Alternative #4 is selected.
1. Avoiding the impact. Not applicable. Unavoidable impacts will occur.
2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree/magnitude of the action. Not applicable. The
proposed expansion appears to be at maximum build-out, given financial and environmental
constraints. Moreover, the impacts extend beyond the 279 acres in the construction zone.
3. Rectifying the impact. Difficult to envision. Parks would need to explain how it can rectify a 279
acre project intrusion into an existing natural environment.
4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time. Not applicable. Impacts from any ski expansion
will continue indefinitely.
5. Substituting resources. Not applicable. No substitution is proposed for the 279 acre ski
expansion in Alternative #4.
6. Monitoring impact/take corrective action. Many, if not all, of the likely impacts are known prior
to the implementation of Alternative #4. How monitoring will rectify these impacts, and what
corrective action could be taken is unclear.
Cumulative effects (3.1.4) needs to be modified to reflect what actual impacts might occur from
Alternative #4. As it reads, it seems that effects would be from trails, roads, buildings, and structures, all
of which would continue to result in an increase of impermeable surfaces. Noting these is certainly
appropriate, but we know quite well from existing timber harvest on state and private lands throughout
Washington that tree removal accelerates water and soil removal, especially on steep slopes, and
certainly in an area that the NRCS has classified as having “severe to extreme erosion hazard” (p. II-8).
The ski runs themselves need to be specifically addressed as adding to cumulative impacts under this
section. This should be especially clear to State Parks at MSSP where impervious surfaces and
previously cleared areas (for skiing) combined to provide a catastrophic run-off in May, 2008, which
significantly damaged the primary road to the summit.
In a second section on Cumulative effects (3.6.4) the DEIS is misleading. After stating that Alternative
#2 will result in a loss to recreation, the DEIS continues “Additionally there would be a loss of solitude
during the summer…” This currently reads as a second loss due to Alternative #2. In fact, the paragraph
needs to be revised to reflect that this loss is associated with Alternative #4.
Archaeological surveys have not, apparently, been done in the potentially impacted area. If there is any
likelihood that Indigenous quest sites or other Native American areas are at risk from the project, the
lack of a survey seems unusual for a State agency.
Finally, it appears that Parks has needlessly complicated a portion of the alternatives. As noted in
Cumulative effects (3.6.4) above, the way Parks has constructed its alternatives places Alternative #2 as
negatively impacting recreation. Currently, while the PASEA is de facto managed as a Natural Forest,
back-country skiing is permitted. Why wouldn’t Parks contact proponents of Alternative #2 and discern
whether they feel it imperative to prohibit back-country skiing in Alternative #2? If not, a modified
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Alternative #2 could be created permitting back-country skiing as a conditional use in the Natural Forest.
This seems to be a logical solution to what may be an artificially created problem.
In conclusion, I support Alternative #2, the Natural Forest classification for the PASEA, and urge Parks
to adopt this as its preferred alternative. Given likely future impacts from climate change and the
requests of both the Department of Wildlife and DNR’s Natural Heritage Program, as well as a host of
local and regional organizations, this would be both a prudent and ecologically sound approach to
natural resource management. Indeed, Natural Forest classification of the PASEA would be a
measurable gift to all Washingtonians, as befits a state park, and to visitors from beyond our borders.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

