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Under the leadership of the Nisqually Indian Tribe, the Nisqually Watershed Planning Unit reconvened in July of
2018 to address the requirements of the Streamflow Restoration Act (RCW 90.94.020) with an Addendum to the
2003 Nisgually Watershed Management Plan. The Act requires the Planning Unit to provide estimates of
consumptive water use from domestic permit-exempt well connections in the watershed over the next 20 years
and identify mitigation actions to offset the potential impacts of forecasted permit-exempt water use on instream
flows and senior water right holders. Overall mitigation is expected to provide a Net Ecological Benefit (NEB) to
the entire watershed. The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) is tasked with making a final
determination of NEB.
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Nisqually Watershed Water Planning Unit

ESSB 6091 — Streamflow Restoration Act

In the 2018 Streamflow Restoration Act (ESSB 6091), the Washington State Legislature mandated that the Nisqually
Watershed Planning Unit proceed quickly to develop a watershed plan amendment to develop strategies to mitigate
impacts of future exempt wells on stream flows. The Legislature, in passing the act, allocated $300 million in capital funds
over the next 15 years for all watershed planning and watershed restoration and enhancement projects.

The Nisqually Planning Unit approved a Watershed Plan Addendum for WRIA 11 addressing the Streamflow Restoration Act
on January 16, 2019. The Department of Ecology adopted the Addendum on February 1, 2019. The Addendum estimates
consumptive water use by new domestic permit-exempt well connections within the watershed through 2040, and
identifies mitigation actions to offset instream flow impacts of this use and provide Net Ecological Benefit. Public outreach
and adoption processes by Thurston, Pierce, and Lewis Counties and the Nisqually Indian Tribe governments are ongoing.

Planning Unit meeting schedule and materials are available here for members of the public. Contact
info@nisquallyriver.org for more information.

Watershed Plan Addendum

Nisqually Watershed Response to the 2018 Streamflow Restoration Act (RCW 90.94): Addendum to the Nisqually
Watershed Management Plan (1/6/19)

« Figures
+ Appendices

Department of Ecology Adoption Order (2/1/19)

» Ecology Technical Review
* Recommendation to Adopt with Conditions

Working to protect and promote the Nisqually Watershed for current and future generations

Es

RIVER COUNCIL|

Planning Unit Documents

EIS/SEPA Review Checklist and Supporting Documents (Pierce County Permit ID #903160)
EIS Addendum (1/29/19)

Nisqually Planning Unit Working Agreement (signed 11/5/18)

Planning Guidance (Washington State Department of Ecology)

Public Comment from CAC Public Information Session, 10/11/18

Nisqually Water Planning Unit Fact Sheet (one page)

Planning Unit Meeting Schedule

Planning Unit meetings are open to the public. For information, please contact emily@nisquallyriver.org.
June 28, 2018 — Nisqually Indian Tribe Natural Resources

Minutes

July 24, 2018 - Nisqually Indian Tribe Natural Resources

Agenda Minutes

August 30, 2018 - Nisqually Indian Tribe Natural Resources

Agenda Minutes

September 19, 2018 - Yelm Community Center

Agenda Minutes

October 17, 2018 — Thurston Public Utility District

Agenda Minutes

November 14, 2018 - Billy Frank Jr. Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge
Agenda Minutes

December 19, 2018 — Nisqually Indian Tribe Council Chambers

Agenda Minutes

January 16, 2018 — Billy Frank Jr. Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge

Agenda TBD



Organization of the Nisqually Plan Addendum

1. Infroduction and Background

2. Watershed Features that Influence Mitigation Alternatives

3. Water Use Forecasts: By county, by sub-basin and for the full watershed
Three different water use forecasts were generated:
1) actual annual average consumptive use based on Thurston PUD data,
2) actual annual average consumptive use based on Ecology methodology, and
3) an estimate of the consumptive portion of the legal right o the water (3000 gpd).

initiatives
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Nisqually Planning Unit Approach to Mitigation

* NPU defined a “two-part approach” to mitigating the impacts of future rural growth on streamflows in the
watershed.

Micro-mitigation or sub-basin specific offsets will take the form of projects involving aquifer recharge, use of
deeper aquifers to minimize impacts to local surface water bodies and water right acquisition, and policies
that reduce rural water use and track mitigation credits as part of County building permit approval.

« Strategies intended to restore streamflows impacted by permit-exempt groundwater use within sub-basins
over the next 20 years.

« Withdrawals from domestic permit-exempt wells are one relatively small component of the water use challenges facing the Nisqual atershed in the coming
decades.

« As climate change impacts precipitation and hydrologic patterns, meeting the water needs of the growing communities of the middle
and lower watershed basins will depend on long-term conservation actions taken throughout the watershed.

+ Addendum presented macro-mitigation streamflow actions in the context of major salmon recovery habitat initiatives and providing sustainable NEB that
supports this central goal of the Nisqually Watershed community.







Population and Water Use Forecasts

RCW 90.94.020 requires an assessment of the anticipated number of
domestic permit-exempt wells and associated connections in the Nisqually
Watershed over the next 20 years and the expected consumptive impacts

of those wells.

Informqhon in Plan Addendum addresses the first element of Ecology'’s
for Determining Net Ecological Benefit (June 2018b) in that

om proposed




Thurston County

Thurston County - 3rd fastest-growing county in Washington State over the past 10 years

County projected to grow by 42% between 2018 and 2040, increasing in population by
more than 100,000 people countywide.

ne Nisqually Waiershed portion of the county, population is projected to grow
Populations Estimates Work Program, 2018).

7% of population



Lewis County

The Upper Nisqually sub-basin in Lewis County is primarily composed of forestlands,
though two settlements, Mineral and Paradise Estates, and some dispersed homes are
present.

Vast majority of the sub-basin is situated in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest, or is
zoned for long-term foresiry with 80-acre minimum lot sizes.

e from major population centers limits the




Pierce County

Population growth projected for the rural areas in the Pierce County Comprehensive
Plan is approximately 18,000 people during the 2010-30 twenty year planning horizon.

Growth has not yet been projected out to 2040.

Rural areas in the Pierce County portion of the Nisqually Watershed are characterized

by low densities with scattered residential sites and moderate to large open acreages

se. Commercial cmd noncommercial agricultural and foresiry and
are consistent with rural areas.




Table 3-15: Total Projected New Domestic Permit-Exempt Connections by Aggregated Sub-basin, WRIA 11 (2018-
2040)

Sub-basin UGA Connections Rural Connections Total Connections

McAllister 39 116 155
Thompson/Yelm 1,036 526 1,562
Lackamas/Toboton/Powell - 430 430

Lower Nisqually 2 2

Mashel River 20 20
Prairie Tributaries

Ohop Creek 27 27
Upper Nisqually (Lewis,

Pierce, Thurston)




Water Use Estimates - Domestic Permit-Exempt Connections 2018-2040

Ecology provided recommendations for estimating water use from permit exempt well connections - to
determine the estimation of actual indoor and outdoor water use by each permit-exempt well connection

anticipated between 2018 and 2040.

* 90.94.020 RCW restrict the maximum annual average withdrawal from a connection to a permit-exempt
well in WRIA 11 to 3,000 gallons per day (gpd) averaged over the entire year.

» The legal limit of 3,000 gpd is likely much greater than actual annual average indoor and outdoor domestic
water use.

connection and

..... ressed by a combination of sub-basin specific offsets and



Table 3-16: Nisqually Watershed: Actual Water Usage Assumptions
Average Annual Average Annual Outdoor Use per connection

Indoor Use
Per connection

AF/ear gpd AF/Year gpd AF[ear gpd

Total Use 0.170 150 0.112 100 0.292 261

Consumptive Use 0.0168

Table 3-17: Nisqually Watershed: Legal Limit Water Usage Assumptions

Legal Indoor Use per Legal Outdoor Use per
connection connection

AFfYear end AF/Year sele
Total Use 1.210 1,080 2.15 1320
Consumptive Use

Consumptive use summary

Thurston PUD Data: 15 GPD indoor + 80 GPD outdoor = 95 GPD total consumptive
Ecology Guidance Method: 15 GPD indoor + 208 GPD outdoor = 223 GPD total consu

Legal Limit Method: 108 GPD indoor + 1,636 GPD outdoor = 1,644 GPD total cghsumptive use




Table 3-18: Projected Actual Annual Average Consumptive Use of Domestic Permit-Exempt Wells, Nisqually
Watershed, WRIA 11 {2018-2040) — Thurston PUD Data Source
Annual

Total PE Consumptive {ubic Feet/ CFS per AFY per
Sub-Basin Connections Use [AFY) Second (CFS) connection connection
McAllister 155 16 0.023
Thompson/Yelm 1,562 166 0.230
Lackamas/Toboton/
Powell 430
Lower Nisqually River 0.000
Mashel River

P Id
=l =Tl 8]

C +=
W e P |3 N

Prairie Tributaries

Ln
=]
=]

0.088
Ohop Creek 0.004
Upper Nisqually (all counties) 0.029
Total 0.439 0.000147 0.1064

Pt
hel

Table 3-19: Projected Actual Annual Average Consumptive Use of Domestic Permit-Exempt Wells, Nisqually
Watershed, WRIA 11 {2018-2040) — Ecology Guidance Methog
Annual Cubic

Total PE Consumptive Feet/Second CFS per AFY per
Sub-Basin Connections Use [AFY) (CFS) connection connection

McAllister 155 39 \ o0osa
Thompson/Yelm 1,562 30\ oss

Lackamas/Toboton/
Powell 430 107 0.148
2 ]

0.001

Upper Nisqually (all
counties) 195 0.067
1 0.000345 0.25

439
Total 2,987 747 032 .




Table 3-20: Projected Legal Consumptive Water Use of Domestic Permit-Exempt Wells, Nisqually Watershed,
WRIA 11 (2018-2040)
Annual

Total PE Consumptive Cubic Feet/ CFS per AFY per
Sub-Basin Connections Use (AFY] Second [CFS) connection connection
McAllister 155 285 0.394
Thompson/Yelm 1,562 2,876 3.973
Lackamas/Toboton/
Powell

Lower Nisqually
River

Mashel River

Prairie Tributaries

Ohop Creek 0.069
Upper Nisqually (all

counties) 0.496

Total 7.598 0.002544




Legal and Historical Context

Nisqually Indian Tribe is signatory to the Medicine Creek Treaty of 1854 (35 years before
statehood), in which they reserved the right to fish, hunt, and gather forever. The promise made
to the Tribe was that salmon and salmon fishing would continue to be available into the future as
it had been in the past.

Over the past 160 years the region has changed dramatically, including loss and impacts to the
fresh and marine habitats that are critical to the survival of salmon, to the point where the runs of
salmon are less than 10% of historic levels.

The decline of wild Chinook and steelhead has been so precipitous that they are both listed as
Threatened under the Endangered Species Act.

sed along with the demise of the various runs of salmon




Net Ecological Benefit and Salmon Recovery Goals

In the Ecology Interim Guidance for Determining Net Ecological Benefit (Publication 18-11-009, Ecology 2018b), Ecology
established criteria for determining if “anticipated benefits to instream resources from actions designed to restore
streamflow will offset and exceed the projected impacts to instream resources from new water use”.

The guidance further specifies that NEB may be achieved by a combination of water offset projects with direct flow
benefits, and non-water offset projects, providing “ecological benefits by enhancing aquatic systems to improve capacity
to support viable populations of native species.”

Addressing this central issue required the Planning Unit to think about NEB at a watershed-wide scale beyond the twenty-
year timeframe.

Permit-exempt well use is a relatively small component of the challenge the Nisqually Watershed will face in balancing its
water budget for salmon and human uses over the coming decades, as climate change alters precipitation, storage, and

ion strategies in the Addendum are aligned with longer-term
es, including:




Adaptive Management

The Plan Addendum identified mitigation strategies and preliminary policy recommendations designed to
offset the impacts that new permit-exempt wells may have on streamflows or other senior water rights.

Also, in coordination with the Nisqually Salmon Recovery strategy, the Plan Addendum makes
recommendations for habitat projects that will, in combination with the mitigation strategies,
provide a Net Ecological Benefit (NEB) for streamflows in the Nisqually Watershed.

NPU, in adopting these recommendations, has good confidence that they will meet their mitigation

offset and NEB/salmon recovery goals, but also recognize that estimates of rural growth and

subsequent consumptive use may need to be modified and that some mitigation recommendations may
yield different streamflow benefits than expected.

NPU supports :
ess of the recommendations and
er the 20-year planning horizon, to



Table 4-1: Salmon Recovery Habitat Initiatives with Streamflow and Net Ecological Benefit

Salmon Recovery Priority  Sub-Basin Key Actions

Initiative

Mashel Watershed Acquire commercial forestland to place in conservation

Recovery/ Community Forest management for streamflow enhancement

Ohop Watershed Recovery/ Acquire commercial forestland to place in conservation

Community Forest management for streamflow enhancement

Bald Hills Watershed Lack/Tob/Powell  Acquire commercial forestland to place in conservation

Recovery/ Communi management for streamflow enhancement

Mashel Base Flow Mashel Implement Town of Eatonville stormwater and infrastructure
improvements

Ohop Valley Floodplain Restore 3.1 miles of channelized stream and 710 acres of

Restoration iparian and floodplain habitat

Mashel River Riparian Protect riparian corridor and restore habitat complexity
Corridor Protection and through log jams and riparian plantings
Restoration

Muck Creek Recovery* Prairie Restore up to 60 miles of impaired streams and surrounding

Tributaries floodplain/wetland habitat; maintain hydrologic function of
prairie ecosystem through prescribed burns

Prairie Restore up to 20 miles of impaired streams and surrounding

Prairie Tributaries Recovery* Tributaries, floodplain/wetland habitat; maintain hydrologic function of
Thom/Yelm, prairie ecosystem through prescribed burns
Lack/Tob/Powell

Barrier Removal* Multiple Remove fish passage barriers

*Projects and quantification estimates discussed in Section 5.1.4 under county-led mitigation strategies.




Sub-Basin Mitigation Strategies

In the case of mitigation, the estimated per-connection consumptive use
impacts are very small and it may not be possible to measure success
directly (e.g., by measuring tributary streamflow).

The Planning Unit recommends a system of compliance monitoring.

Some of the micro-mitigation strategies may depend on policy development
ementation actions by the three counties. NPU acknowledges that
deadline means some of these actions will be
ration Act processes in




7.2 Summary of Watershed Mitigation Options

Table 7-2 summarizes three types of mitigation options or strategies proposed for the Nisqually Watershed;
projects or regulatory situations that reduce the consumptive demand forecast, micro-mitigation strategies that
are applied on a sub-watershed scale (Chapter 5), and larger scale salmon recovery projects associated with
specific salmon recovery initiatives (Chapter 4). The total minimum and maximum mitigation expected from each
of these strategies and for the entire watershed are also shown in Table 7-2. The timing of some mitigation
benefits is year-round, while others are targeted summer and fall benefits.

Salmon Recovery Strategies
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Table 7-2: Summary of WRIA 11 Watershed Mitigation Options
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CONCLUSIONS - Why was the Plan Adopted

Thus is the Nisqually Tribe’s “home”. They place a high value on salmon recovery projects, streamflow and natural
resources protection and sustainable management.

» On the other hand, for Pierce, Lewis and Thurston Counties, population growth is expected to be lower in the
Nisqually portion of those Counties than in other WRIAs (12,10, and 13 especially) that border WRIA 11.
» The Prairie Tributaries (Pierce) and Yelm-Thompson (Thurston) sub-basins are where the future growth will occur
and this growth is limited by more limited road access that the rest of Pierce and Thurston County.
+ The Lewis County portion of the Nisqually Watershed is forested and not expected to be widely accessible by

o DuPont




CONCLUSIONS - Why was the Plan Adopted

« NPU members had a level of trust and understanding between themselves that is not
always present in other similar committees.

 NPU had successfully adopted the Nisqually Watershed Plan in 2003 [under RCW
90.82] and they saw this effort [under RCW 90.94](even though all of the individual
representatives were different (except 2 individuals)) as just a continuation of the
previous successful effort.

a “macro-mitigation” amd “micro-mitigation” approach that

ossibilities and basin-wide long term




Lessons for =™

Success

* A really good facilitator

 Trust among partners

e It's hard work — take it seriously

* Translating between languages: water
rights, salmon recovery, flood
management, growth planning

* Treat this process as the opportunity it is
to reach for some big goals

/






DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY'S
ORDER
ADOPTING THE UPDATED WATERSHED PLAN
FOR WATER RESOURCES INVENTORY AREA 11 (NISQUALLY)

[[n accordance with the Streamflow Restoration Act. RCW 90.94 020, the Department of Ecology
(Ecology) received the Addendum to the Nisqually Watershed Management Plan (WEIA 11
Updated Plan) submitted by the Water Resources Inventory Area 11 Planning Unit on January
18, 2019

Ecology has reviewed the WRIA 11 Updated Plan to determine whether it meets the
requirements for adoption under RCW 20.94.020(4). As part of this review, Ecology staff
conducted a technical review of the WRIA 11 Updated Plan, and produced a report entitled the
“Washington State Department of Ecology Water Resources Program Technical Review of
Misqually Watershed Response to the 2018 Streamflow Restoration Act (RCW 90.04) -
Addendum to the Nisqually Watershed Management Plan.~ dated January 23. 2019*. This
technical report supports Ecology’'s decision on the WEIA 11 Updated Plan and 1s incorporated
info this Order by reference.

Ecology's Water Resources Program, through its Program Manager, issued a Memorandum to
Ecology's Director dated January 24, 2019, delivering the Program’s Recommendation to Adopt,
with Conditions, WEIA 11 (Nisqually) Watershed Plan Addendum. This Memorandum supports
Ecology's decision on the WRIA 11 Updated Plan and is incorporated into this Order by
reference.

Under ECW 80.94 020{4)(c), “[p]rior to the adoption of the updated watershed plan, the
department must determine that actions identified in the watershed plan after accounting for new
projected uses of water over the subsequent twenty years, will result in a net ecological benefit to
instream resources within the water resource inventory area.”

Ecology finds that the WRIA 11 Updated Plan’s projection of 2,987 new wells being installed
over the twenty-year period, resulting in 1.03 cubic feet per second (cfs) of new consumptive
water use, 1s based on sound methodology. In particular, the Planning Unit selected figures
denived from application of a method to calculate consumptive water use that was based on
guidance provided by Ecology, rather than an alternative method that would indicate a lower
estimate of consumptive water use.

Ecology further finds that, with appropriate conditions to provide reasonable assurance that
actions will be carried out, the 22 different actions, 1.e. projects, identified in the WRIA 11
Updated Plan are sufficient to offset consumptive use impacts to instream flows that would be
cansed by the 1.03 cfs of new consumptive water use that is projected to occur throughout the
watershed over the twenty-vear period.

Ecology's technical review segregated the projects info three categories, or “fiers,” fo reflect the
relative probability that benefits will be achieved, based on apparent cerfainty of a strategy
occwrring, along with certainty of projected benefits if the strategy does occur. Offsetting
consumptive use impacts can be achieved through a vanety of combinations of strategies in Tiers
1.2, and 3. Overall, there 15 flexibility in how offsetting potential consumptive use impacts fo
instream flows can be accomplished.

Ecology finds that projects in Ecology’s “Tier 17 (most certain) category include the following
strategies that, when totaled, are projected to offset 2.114 cfs of stream flow impacts, or slightly
more than double the 1.03 cfs potential consumptive use impacts to instream flows projected to
occur in the basin over the next 20 years:

! Minor werding changes were made on January 29, 2019 that did not change the overall technical conclusions.

Ecology Staff “Tier 1" Project List
WRIA 11 Plan Action Projected Offset (CES)
Yelm Offset Action 1 — Connect New Development in - | 0.33
Yelm UGA to City Water Service (Deep well)
Water Right Acquisifion(s) 0.093
Yelm Offset Action 2 - Connect Existing Development | 0.014
on Permit-exempt Wells in Yelm UGA to City Water
Service and Decommission Permit-exempt Wells
Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR)) Projects 1.66
Ohop Phase IV Floodplain FRestoration & Protection 0.0173

AN

After evaluation of the WRIA 11 Updated Plan to determine that it identifies strategies to offset
all potential consumptive use impacts to instream flows, Ecology evaluated the WRIA 11
Updated Plan for additional strategies necessary fo achieve a net ecological benefit. Reviewers
considered the unicue hvdrogeological characteristics of the basin, locations of projected new
permit exempt domestic wells, and habitat benefits of the 22 strategies described in the WRIA 11
Updated Plan. While most of the consumptive use associated with new permit-exempt domestic
wells will occur in the lower part of the watershed, a high percentage of the Tier 1 habitat
projects are located further vpstream and are connected to habitat features in the upper portions
of the WRIA that are most valuable for fisheries. This relationship contributes significantly to
benefits associated with these projects.

Therefore. Ecology finds that, with appropriate conditions, the WRIA 11 Updated Plan meets
the requirement “that actions identified in the watershed plan, after accounting for new projected
uses of water over the subsequent twenty vears, will result in a net ecological benefit fo 1
resources within the water resource inventory area.” W

Based on the foregoing, Ecology ADOPTS the WRIA 11 Watershed Plan Update, with the
following CONDITIONS:




1. Anmmal Reporfing
a. The planning unif is required to prepare and submit a brief (fewer than 10 pages)
mainly narrative report to Ecology by June 1 of the vear following plan adoption. and
every year thereaffer during the planning horizon period, describing:
i. Plan implementation actions to date.
ii. Any changes in approach since the last report.
ii. Any significant implementation challenges identified that will require a
change in approach.
. Specific information regarding the Tier 1 actions that Ecology relied on in
adopting the plan:

1. Yelm Offset Action 1 — Connect New Development in Yelm UGA to
City Water Service (Deep Well): Status of the permit application
process, including progress on preparing a draft Report of Examination
for review by Ecology.

2. Water Right Acquisition: Status of any efforts to identify and acquire
suitable water rights for transfer to the state trust water right program
for instream flow purposes.

3. Yelm Offset Action 2 - Connect Existing Development on Permit-
exempt Wells in Yelm UGA to City Water Service and Decommission
Permut-exempt Wells: Status of progress on decomnussioning wells
and connecting homes which previously used domestic wells to the
City’s water system.

4. Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR) Projects: Status of feasibility
studies for project(s) that confribute toward offsefting consumptive
mpacts and achieving net ecological benefit.

5. Ohop Phase IV Floodplain Restoration & Protection: Status of project
implementation.

2. Five-year Self-Assessment

a. The planning unif 15 required to prepare and submit to Ecology by June 1, 2024, and

every five years thereafter during the planning horizon period, a detailed description of:
1. project implementation; and,
ii. a calculation of quantity of water and instream flow benefits realized through
implementation of projects identified in the WEIA 11 Updated Plan.
b. Ecology may review the self-assessment to determine if any modifications to the
conditional adoption of the WRIA 11 Updated Plan are necessary.

3. Omngoing Compliance with RCW 20.94.020(3)

a. Planning unit governments will continue to fulfill the requirements of RCW
00.94.020{5) - which include recording relevant restrictions on titles. and recording
and reporting the number of building permits issued by the County — after Ecology’s
adoption of the WRIA 11 Updated Plan.

WNeisther this decision fo adopt the updated watershed plan. nor the inclusion of any conditions in
this approval, provide any guarantee that Ecology will approve any requests for project funding,

So ordered this 1* day of February, 2019.

Maial) Bobly——_

Maia D. Bellon. Director
Department of Ecology

Enclosure: Your Right to Be Heard

YOUR RIGHT TO APFEAL

You have a right to appeal this Decision to the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB) within 30 days
of the date of receipt of thus Decision. The appeal process is governed by chapter 43 21B RCW and
chapter 371-08 WAC. “Date of receipt™ is defined in RCW 43 21B.001(2).

To appeal vou nst do all of the following within 30 days of the date of receipt of this Decision:

¢ File your appeal and a copy of this Decision with the PCHB (see addresses below). Filing means
actual receipt by the PCHE during regular busmess hours.

s Serve a copy of your appeal and this Decision on Ecology in paper form - by mail or in persen.
(See addresses below.) E-mail is not accepted.

You must also comply with other applicable requirements in chapter 43.21B RCW and chapter 371-08
WAC.

ADDEESS AND LOCATION INFORMATION
Street Addresses Mailing Addresses

Department of Ecology Department of Ecology
Attn: Appeals Processing Desk Attn: Appeals Processing Desk
300 Desmond Drive SE PO Box 47608

Lacey WA 98503 Olympia WA 98504-7608

Pollution Control Hearings Board Pollution Control Hearings Board
1111 Israel Road 3W. Suite 301 PO Box 40003
Tunmwater WA 98501 Olympia WA 98504-0903

To find laws and agency rules visit the Washingron State Legislanure Website: Ritpwww leg wa sov/CodeRaviser

For addirional information vizit the Emvironmental Hearings Qffice Website: hmp:www.eho. wa sov : ; O




