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Project Cost and Funding 
 

Estimated Construction Costs (for near-term projects): 

Transmission and Distribution System $ 986,700 
Treatment $ N/A 

Storage $ N/A 

Source/Booster $ 399,900 

Total Estimated Cost $ 1,386,600 
 
Estimated Construction Costs (for all projects): 

Transmission and Distribution System $ 4,923,6001 

Treatment $ N/A 
Storage $ N/A 

Source/Booster $ 476,900 

Total Estimated Cost $ 5,400,500 
1This includes both the distribution system improvements associated with Option A1 and the potential future 
improvements. 
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Funding1 (near-term): 

IDEQ Loan $ 1,800,000 

IDEQ Principal Subsidy3 $ 543,691 
ICDBG Grant2,3 $ 350,000 

Total Available Funding $ 2,693,691 
1. Funding shall include Engineering and Administration; refer to Section 4.1 of the Facility Plan in Appendix A for 

more information. 
2. Kootenai County, on behalf of the District, has applied for and been approved for an Idaho Community 

Development Block Grant for up to $350,000. The District applied for this grant since the Revenue Bond Election 
scheduled November 6, 2012 was successful.   

3. These funding sources will likely be used to reduce the rate increase seen by the users.  The IDEQ Loan is intended 
to be used for the project costs (construction, engineering, and administration).   

 

Future Funding1 (for all projects): 

Total Funding $ 6,925,9002 

1. Funding shall include Engineering, and Administration, refer to Section 4.1 of the Facility Plan in Appendix A for 
more information.   

2. This includes all projects: the improvements associated with Option A1 in addition to the potential future 
improvements.   This total funding amount has not been secured to date.   

 

 
 

User Costs 
 

Residents who receive water service from the Alpine Water and Sewer District will be 
assessed the cost of improving the source, booster, and distribution components of 
the system. Residents within the District boundary whom are not currently served by 
the water system will not be assessed the cost of these improvements. Therefore, the 
following fees will be assessed.  

 
Estimated User Costs for Existing Service Area1-3: 

Current Average Monthly User Charge per EDU $ 49.71 

Change in Operation and Maintenance Monthly Charge 
per EDU 

$ 0.00 

Change in Debt Service Monthly Charge per EDU4 $ 29.46 

Future Average Monthly User Charge per EDU $ 79.17 

1. For near-term projects (and funding). 

2. Financing terms of 1.25% for 30 years. 

3. Cost per user assumes 103 users. 

4. The IDEQ Principal Subsidy was utilized in this calculation (in order to reduce the rate increase to the users); thus, 
the rate  accounts for the $543,691 subsidy, reducing the loan to $1,256,309.  Additionally, Kootenai County, on 
behalf of the District, has secured a Block Grant in the amount of $350,000 which will be used to reduce the rate 
increase to $29.46.     

 
  



 

Abstract 
 

The September 2012 Water System Facility Plan for the Alpine Meadows Water 
and Sewer District recommends several improvements to the existing water system to 
meet Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems. The improvements are aimed at 
improving system reliability and conveyance of fire flows. This Environmental 
Information Document briefly addresses the expected environmental impacts of the 
proposed alternatives for the improvements. After receiving public input, the District 
selected the improvement alternatives to be included in the proposed project (Option 
A1 along with potential future improvements, both of which are covered under this 
document). The environmental impacts associated with the proposed project are 
assessed in this document. After consultation with environmental agencies, mitigation 
measures were identified to address items of concern. Mitigation measures include the 
following: 

 
• Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be developed as part of the project 

design and implemented during construction.  

• A floodplain development permit will be required for construction activities 
and other development in the mapped flood hazard area.  

• If artifacts (cultural and historic remains) are discovered during the course of 
construction, all work will stop and the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO 
will be contacted. Mitigation may be further evaluated.  

• The Contractor must mitigate fugitive dust. No burning of construction debris 
or vegetation will be allowed. Additional requirements will be necessary for 
the standby power (generator) to minimize air quality impacts.  

• The District must obtain a well drilling permit and seek Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality (IDEQ) approval for the well design (specifications and 
plans) for the secondary well.  
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 BACKGROUND 1.

 SYSTEM BACKGROUND 1.1.

The Alpine Meadows Water and Sewer District (“District”) owns and operates 
the Alpine Meadows water system (PWS No. 1280002), located in Kootenai County, 
Idaho.  The District is a Quasi Municipal District established for the mutual benefit of its 
members with an elected Board of Directors. 

The system is currently fed by a single groundwater well, located at 1700 W. 
Garwood Road. This well pumps through approximately 13,100 linear feet of 6 inch 
transmission main into two ground level concrete reservoirs located at 2942 E. Grand 
Tour. The submersible booster pumps pull water from these reservoirs in order to 
pressurize the majority of the system. Refer to Appendix B for a map depicting the 
existing system (labeled Figure 2.1). 

 FACILITY PLAN INFORMATION 1.2.

The purpose of the report was to analyze the existing system, identify 
deficiencies, and recommend the best alternatives for a safe, adequate and reliable 
water supply and distribution system. Additionally, the facility plan addresses other 
improvements that are necessary to bring the water system into compliance with 
current standards and Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) rules (which 
have been developed to protect public health and safety and water quality). 

The analysis of the system components (source, boosting capacity, storage, and 
distribution) is based on the IDEQ requirements identified in the IDAPA 58.01.08 Rules 
for Public Drinking Water Systems.  In addition, the local fire authority, Northern Lakes 
Fire Protection District, provided a fire flow requirement of 250 gallons per minute for a 
duration of 2 hours and recommended that the District pursue (if feasible) a fire flow of 
500 gallons per minute for 1 hour1.  In regard to the IDAPA rules and the fire authority’s 
recommendations, deficiencies and recommendations were developed for each of the 
system components as follows: 

• Source: 

o The current source capacity is deficient by 120 gallons per minute 
according to the 2009 IDAPA Ground Water Source Redundancy rule 
(58.01.08.501.17).  

o Currently, the District relies on a single production well, with no standby 
power, to serve the entire system. If this well were to fail, or there was a 
power outage, the potential for system de-pressurization and 
contamination would exist, which is a threat to public health and safety. 

• Booster Capacity: 

o The booster station is deficient by 12 gallons per minute based on 
required fire flows and by 262 gallons per minute based on 

                                                 
1 Refer to communications with the Fire District (Appendix P) for information on the fire flow 
requirement and recommendation.   
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recommended fire flows according to the 2009 IDAPA Redundant Fire 
Flow Capacity rule (58.01.05.501.18) (with the pump redundancy 
requirement eliminated by the local fire authority).  

o The booster station is deficient by 115 gallons per minute to supply the 
current PHP (Peak Hour Production) of the Boosted Datum2 with any 
pump out of service. 

o Currently, the booster station is not equipped with standby power. 
Additionally, the boosters are relied upon completely to pressurize and 
serve the majority of the system. If the boosters were to fail or there was 
a power outage, the potential for system de-pressurization and 
contamination would exist, which is a threat to public health and safety. 

• Storage: 

o The current storage reservoirs are deficient by 2,384 gallons to serve the 
system. 

• Distribution:  

o The existing distribution system is sufficient to provide the current peak 
hour production and maintain a minimum pressure of 40 psi throughout 
the system except for at the following locations: 

 Within the 6 inch transmission main from the well from 1684 E. 
Hudlow to the reservoir (there are currently four residential 
connections on this portion of the line). 

 Pinewood Way south of Grand Tour (there are approximately seven 
residential connections currently on this portion of the system). 

o The existing distribution system is sufficient to supply the maximum day 
production plus required fire flows (250 gpm for 2 hours) while 
maintaining a minimum pressure of 20 psi throughout the system except 
for the following locations: 

 Glacier Road 

 Grand Tour Drive, east of Glacier Road 

 Pinewood Way  

o The entire existing distribution system is deficient to supply the maximum 
day production plus recommended fire flows (500 gpm for 1 hour) while 
maintaining a minimum pressure of 20 psi throughout the system. 

o The current distribution system consists of approximately 37,000 linear 
feet of waterline. Of this, approximately 15 percent (5,400 linear feet) is 2 
inch line, and approximately 41 percent (15,000 linear feet) is 4 inch line. 

                                                 
2 There are essentially two pressure zones or datums in the system: Boosted Datum and Gravity 
Datum.  The Boosted Datum is the area served/pressurized by the booster station, whereas the 
Gravity Datum is served by gravity without the use of the booster station.   
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The transmission main from the well to the reservoirs is 6 inch line and is 
approximately 13,100 feet long (35 percent). The majority of the system is 
aged glue joint PVC. System loss has been calculated at approximately 
21.8 percent. Due to the age and condition of the system, there is risk for 
a large line break which could potentially cause de-pressurization and 
contamination of the system, which is a threat to public health and safety. 

o There are ten fire hydrants on the system and seven of these are 
connected to 4 inch diameter water mains3. 

 
Refer to Section 2.8, 2.9 and Section 3.3 of the Facility Plan (Appendix A) for further 
information regarding the system deficiencies for the existing connections and 
projected growth, respectively.  

 PURPOSE AND NEED 1.3.

The purpose of the proposed project is to protect public health and safety by 
addressing the deficiencies (per Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems and 
local fire authority recommendations). Several deficiencies with respect to the Idaho 
Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems were identified for source, booster capacity, 
and distribution system components (refer to Section 1.2 above). Thus the project 
addresses the public health and safety concerns identified with respect to Idaho Rules 
for Public Drinking Water Systems (which provide sufficient system capacity for 
emergency and everyday operation of a public drinking water system) and the local fire 
authority recommendations (which provide for adequate fire flow for firefighting needs). 
The improvements include a variety of options which include installation of a secondary 
well, increase in booster pump capacity, standby power, and waterline 
construction/replacement and are described in Section 2 and 34.  

 
 

                                                 
3 IDAPA 58.01.08 requires hydrants to be fed by a 6-inch or larger water main.   
4 The improvements include the selected alternative (Option A1) and the potential future 
improvements.  All of these improvements are covered under this document.   
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 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 2.
Detailed descriptions of the proposed alternatives have been summarized from 

Section 4 of the Facility Plan (Appendix A) and can be found in this section. Detailed 
cost estimates for these alternatives can be found in Appendix C. Each improvement 
alternative is shown in Appendix B.  

 DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 2.1.

2.1.1. DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 

The distribution improvements have been divided into several categories, as 
shown in Table 2-1 and can be completed as funding allows (refer to Appendix B for a 
map of these improvements, labeled Figure 4.1). Additionally, there are several meters 
currently located outside of the right-of-way that the District would like to re-locate to 
be within the right-of-way to reduce operation and maintenance costs5 (refer to the 
map in Appendix B, labeled Figure 4.1).  These improvements represent all distribution 
improvements being considered by the District for completion. 

 

Table 2-1: Summary of Distribution Improvements 

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT  ESTIMATED PROJECT COST 

No Improvements  $0.00 

Replace Undersized Mains that Feed Fire Hydrants  11,800 LF $1,874,000.00 

Replace Transmission Main  11,900 LF $1,956,000.00 

Replace 2 and 4 Inch Mains not Feeding Fire Hydrants 4,750 LF $633,000.00 

Replace 2 and 4 Inch Dead End Lines 4,100 LF $443,600.00 

Replace 6 Inch Depreciated Mains 5,900 LF $799,500.00 

Potential Future Waterlines 3,650 LF $537,000.00 

Meter Replacement 9 EA $30,000.00 

Entire Distribution/Transmission System Replacement 42,100 LF $6,273,100.00 

 

2.1.1.1. DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The primary environmental impacts associated with the distribution 
improvements consist of trench excavation for approximately 42,100 linear feet of 
waterline replacement. The installation of the improvements would impact the following 
existing environmental conditions: 

• Physical Aspects (minimal long-term impact and short-term impact for 
the waterline replacement),  

                                                 
5 Relocating the meters to be within the right-of-way would make the meters more accessible 
and easier to read for the operator.  
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• Socioeconomics of the area (increased user rates will provide improved 
fire flow and service over the long-term),  

• Floodplains (minor short-term impact due to waterline replacement along 
Grand Tour Drive within the Alpine Lake floodplain),  

• Wetlands and water quality (minor short-term impact due to line 
replacement within wetland area, minor short-term impact to water 
quality due to ground disturbance, to be mitigated through appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs)),  

• Cultural resources (potential impact due to waterlines in new areas),  
• Flora and fauna (minor short-term impact due to construction activity),  
• Air quality (minor short-term impact due to construction activity, energy 

(positive long-term impact due to improved efficiency due to reduced line 
loss), and  

• Public health (positive impact to system service, reliability, and fire flow 
capacity in the long-term) 
 

The majority of these impacts is expected to be short-term and is not 
anticipated to create long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts.  

2.1.2. NO IMPROVEMENTS 

The existing distribution system consists largely of aged, undersized mains. 
Replacement of these mains, therefore, is important for both system reliability (since 
aged mains present a risk for failure, system depressurization and contamination) and 
conveyance of fire flows (since the required fire flows cannot be delivered to a portion 
of the fire hydrants through the existing undersized mains).  Thus, if no improvements 
are made to the distribution system, the mains could be at risk for failure, leading to 
potential system depressurization and contamination; in addition, undersized mains 
have a reduced ability to convey fire flows.   

2.1.2.1. NO IMPROVEMENTS – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since there would be no action taken to improve the current system, there 
would be no environmental impacts from new construction. However, the District 
currently experiences a relatively high loss (approximately 21.8 percent), pointing to the 
existence of waterline leaks which could also become a source of system 
contamination. Additionally, a portion of the system cannot currently provide the 
required fire flows.  Both the potential for contamination and insufficient fire flows pose 
a threat to public health and safety.  Lastly, the District would have no potential for 
growth or expansion without first improving their existing system.  

 SOURCE, STORAGE, AND BOOSTER IMPROVEMENTS 2.2.

2.2.1. INSTALLATION OF SECOND WELL 

The District currently relies on a single production well, with no standby power, 
to serve the system. If this well were to fail, or there was a power outage, the potential 
for system de-pressurization and contamination would exist, which is a threat to public 
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health and safety. In order to address this issue, a second production well would be 
constructed and a pump capable of producing 160 gallons per minute (in order to 
mirror the pumping rate of the existing well) would be installed, ideally located adjacent 
to the existing well on the existing well site.  

2.2.1.1. INSTALLATION OF SECOND WELL – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The primary environmental impacts associated with installation of a second well 
consist of drilling for the new well.  The installation of the improvements would impact 
the following existing environmental conditions: 

• Physical aspects (minor long-term impact due to excavation for the new 
well and well house),  

• Socioeconomics of the area (increased user rates will provide improved 
service over the long-term),  

• Water quality (minor short-term impact to water quality due to ground 
disturbance, to be mitigated through appropriate BMPs),  

• Flora and fauna (minor short-term impact due to construction activity),  
• Air quality (minor short-term impact due to construction activity),  
• Energy (improved overall system efficiency), and  
• Public health (positive impact to system service and reliability in the long-

term) 
 

The majority of these impacts is expected to be short-term and is not 
anticipated to create long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts.  

2.2.2. INCREASE BOOSTER CAPACITY 

The existing booster station is deficient by 115 gallons per minute to supply the 
current PHP (peak hour production) of the Boosted Datum with any pump out of 
service. The booster station is also deficient by 12 gallons per minute based on 
required fire flows (250 gpm for 2 hours) and by 262 gallons per minute based on 
recommended fire flows (500 gpm for 1 hour). Lastly, the booster station is not 
equipped with standby power, and the boosters are relied upon completely to 
pressurize and serve the majority of the system. If the boosters were to fail or there 
was a power outage, the potential for system de-pressurization and contamination 
would exist, which is a threat to public health and safety.  

In order to address these deficiencies, additional pumping capacity and standby 
power would be added to the booster station. The additional pumping capacity would 
be a minimum of be 115 gallons per minute or up to 262 gallons per minute (in order to 
provide the recommended fire flows).  

2.2.2.1. INCREASE BOOSTER CAPACITY – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

The primary environmental impacts associated with increasing booster capacity 
are minor since the pumps will be installed in the existing reservoir structure and piping 
would be installed within the existing booster station building. The installation of the 
improvements would impact the following existing environmental conditions: 
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• Socioeconomics of the area (increased user rates will provide improved 
fire flow and service over the long-term),  

• Air quality (intermittent long-term impact due to standby generator),  
• Energy (improved overall system efficiency, but additional pumping due 

to increased pumping capacity resulting in negligible impact), and  
• Public health (positive impact to system service, reliability, and fire flow 

capacity in the long-term).  
 

The majority of these impacts is expected to be short-term and is not 
anticipated to create long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts.  

2.2.3. NO IMPROVEMENTS 

As indicated above, the District currently relies on a single production well, with 
no standby power, to serve the entire system. The District also relies completely on the 
boosters to pressurize and serve the majority of the system. If either the well or the 
boosters were to fail, or there was a power outage, the potential for system de-
pressurization and contamination would exist, which is a threat to public health and 
safety.  Storage improvements were not deemed necessary at this time as the 
deficiency is very small.     

2.2.3.1. NO IMPROVEMENTS – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since there would be no action taken to improve the current system, there 
would be no environmental impacts due to new construction. However, the majority of 
the system is pressurized by booster pumps (since no storage is available by gravity) 
that do not have standby power or redundant pumping capacity. Thus, the system is at 
risk for contamination through system de-pressurization in the event of a power outage 
or pump failure. Additionally, a portion of the system cannot currently provide the 
required fire flows. Lastly, the District would have no potential for growth or expansion 
without first improving their existing system.  

 IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS 2.3.

As was discussed in previous sections, the system is currently deficient.  
Several improvement options were developed (aggregating the source, booster, and 
distribution improvements) and presented to the District for consideration. Each option 
is described below and addresses system source, booster and distribution system 
deficiencies based on current demands. These options were presented at the April 24, 
2012 Board of Directors meeting. Refer to Appendix C for the Engineer’s Opinion of 
Probable Project Costs. 

2.3.1. IMPROVEMENT OPTION A – ACHIEVE REQUIRED FIRE FLOW 

Under this improvement option, the system would remain in its current 
configuration and the deficiencies with respect to providing current demands and the 
required fire flow of 250 gallons per minute for 2 hours would be addressed. A second 
production well would be constructed and a pump capable of producing 160 gallons 
per minute (in order to mirror the pumping rate of the existing well) would be installed. 
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An additional 115 gallons per minute of pumping capacity and standby power would 
be added at the booster station. The existing 2 inch waterlines in Glacier and Grand 
Tour (approximately 3,400 linear feet) would be replaced with 8 inch waterline. 
Additionally, the District intends to complete replacement of the remaining aged meters 
within the system. Refer to Appendix B for a map of the proposed improvements for 
Option A (labeled Figure 4.2). 

Completion of these improvements would provide system reliability (i.e. ability to 
pressurize the system and meet demand in the event of a power outage or pump 
failure), as well as meeting the fire flow requirement of 250 gallons per minute for 2 
hours (without pump redundancy, as established by the local fire authority). The 
estimated project cost for Improvement Option A is approximately $1,093,400 (refer to 
Appendix C). This option would result in a negligible difference in operation and 
maintenance cost (increased pumping but increased efficiency). Note that these 
improvements are based on current demands and would not provide for growth. 

Table 2-2 provides an illustration of potential phasing of Improvement Option A.  
 

Table 2-2: Option A Phasing (5-Year Project) 

Year End  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

    Estimated Project Expenditure 

SOURCE/BOOSTER       

Booster Station Improvements           
(Add Pump & Install Generator)  $106,650     

Construct Second Well  $7,000   $405,750  

DISTRIBUTION       

Replace Undersized Mains that Feed Fire 
Hydrants (Fire Flow to Boosted Datum)      

Meter Replacements      $30,000 

Replace Existing 2 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Glacier Dr. to Pinewood 
Way) with 8 Inch Line 

1400 
LF 

 $224,500    

Replace Existing 2 Inch Line 
(Glacier from Grand Tour to 
Beginning of 4 Inch) with 8 Inch Line 

2000 
LF 

  $319,500   

ACCUMULATED ESTIMATED PROJECT 
COST 

$113,650 $338,150 $657,650 $1,063,400 $1,093,400 

 

2.3.1.1. IMPROVEMENT OPTION A – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The primary environmental impacts associated with Option A consist of drilling 
for the new well and trench excavation for approximately 3,400 linear feet of waterline 
replacement. The installation of the improvements would impact the following existing 
environmental conditions:  

• Physical aspects (minor long-term impact due to excavation for the new 
well and well house, and short-term impact for the waterline 
replacement),  
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• Socioeconomics of the area (increased user rates will provide improved 
fire flow and service over the long-term),  

• Floodplains (minor short-term impact due to waterline replacement along 
Grand Tour Drive within the Alpine Lake floodplain),  

• Wetlands and water quality (minor short-term impact due to line 
replacement within wetland area, minor short-term impact to water 
quality due to ground disturbance, to be mitigated through appropriate 
BMPs),  

• Flora and fauna (minor short-term impact due to construction activity),  
• Air quality (minor short-term impact due to construction activity, potential 

intermittent long-term impact due to standby generator),  
• Energy (improved efficiency by replacing aged meters, but additional 

pumping due to additional booster capacity resulting in negligible 
impact), and  

• Public health (positive impact to system service, reliability, and fire flow 
capacity in the long-term).  
 

The majority of these impacts is expected to be short-term and is not 
anticipated to create long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts.  

2.3.2. IMPROVEMENT OPTION A1 – ACHIEVE REQUIRED FIRE FLOW WITH ADDITIONAL 
DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 

The District is currently listed as eligible to receive IDEQ construction loan 
money up to $1,800,000 with up to $543,691 principal forgiveness. Thus, Option A1 
represents the improvements listed in Option A, which are needed in order to achieve 
the required fire flow of 250 gallons per minute for 2 hours, plus the estimated lineal 
footage of waterline replacement (approximately 4,400 lineal feet additional) that would 
bring the estimated project cost of Option A to $1,800,000. Although the additional 
waterline replacement is not required to meet the fire flow requirement, the system 
experiences a significant line loss and is generally undersized and depreciated. As can 
be seen in the Option A1 improvement map in Appendix B, a logical location for the 
additional waterline replacement would be along Grand Tour, since this is a 4 inch 
main feeding fire hydrants in the core area of the system. However, the District may 
choose to complete any of the waterline replacement projects shown in the distribution 
improvement map in Appendix B (labeled Figure 4.2). 

Completion of these improvements would provide system reliability (i.e. ability to 
pressurize the system and meet demand in the event of a power outage or pump 
failure), as well as meeting the fire flow requirement of 250 gallons per minute for 2 
hours (without pump redundancy, as established by the local fire authority). The 
estimated project cost for Improvement Option A1 is approximately $1,800,000 (refer 
to Appendix C). This option would result in a negligible difference in operation and 
maintenance cost (increased pumping but increased efficiency). Note that these 
improvements are based on current demands and would not provide for growth. Refer 
to Appendix B for a map of the proposed improvements for Option A1.  
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Table 2-3 provides an illustration of potential phasing of Improvement Option A1.  
 

Table 2-3: Option A1 Phasing (5-Year Project) 

Year End   2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

    Estimated Project Expenditure 

SOURCE/BOOSTER       

Booster Station Improvements (Add 
Pump & Install Generator)  $106,650     

Construct Second Well  $7,000   $405,750  

DISTRIBUTION       

Replace Undersized Mains that Feed Fire 
Hydrants (Fire Flow to Boosted Datum)      

Meter Replacements      $30,000 

Replace Existing 4 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Glacier to 2350 Grand 
Tour) with 8 Inch Line 4400 LF  $706,600    

Replace Existing 2 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Glacier Dr. to Pinewood 
Way) with 8 Inch Line 1400 LF   $224,500   

Replace Existing 2 Inch Line (Glacier 
from Grand Tour to Beginning of 4 
Inch) with 8 Inch Line 2000 LF   $319,500   

ACCUMULATED ESTIMATED PROJECT 
COST $113,650 $820,250 $1,364,250 $1,770,000 $1,800,000 

 

2.3.2.1. IMPROVEMENT OPTION A1 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The primary environmental impacts associated with Option A1 consist of the 
impacts for Option A discussed above as well as impacts associated with the 
additional distribution improvements (approximately 4,400 additional linear feet, for a 
total of approximately 7,800 linear feet) discussed here. The installation of the 
additional distribution improvements would impact the following existing environmental 
conditions: 

• Physical aspects (minor long-term impact due to excavation for waterline 
replacement),  

• Socioeconomics of the area (minor additional increase in user rates 
allowing for improved service over the long-term),  

• Water quality (minor short-term impact to water quality due to ground 
disturbance, to be mitigated through appropriate BMPs),  

• Flora and fauna (minor short-term impact due to construction activity),  
• Air quality (minor short-term impact due to construction activity), and  
• Public health (positive impact to system service and reliability in the long-

term).  
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Depending on the selected location of the additional distribution improvements, there 
may be impacts to wetlands (minor short-term impact due to distribution 
improvements within wetland area).  

Again, the majority of these impacts is expected to be short-term and is not 
anticipated to create long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts.  

2.3.3. IMPROVEMENT OPTION B – ACHIEVE RECOMMENDED FIRE FLOW  

Under this improvement option, the system would remain in its current 
configuration and the deficiencies with respect to providing current demands and the 
recommended fire flow of 500 gallons per minute for 1 hour would be addressed. A 
second production well would be constructed and a pump capable of producing 160 
gallons per minute (in order to mirror the pumping rate of the existing well) would be 
installed. The booster station would be upsized to provide an additional 262 gallons 
per minute. The existing 2 inch waterlines in Glacier and Grand Tour and the existing 4 
inch waterlines in Grand Tour would be replaced with 8 inch waterlines (approximately 
11,100 linear feet). Additionally, the District intends to complete replacement of the 
remaining aged meters within the system. Refer to Appendix B for a map of the 
proposed improvements for Option B (labeled Figure 4.3).  

Completion of these improvements would provide both system reliability and the 
recommended fire flow of 500 gallons per minute for 1 hour. The estimated project 
cost for Improvement Option B is approximately $2,344,800 (refer to Appendix C). This 
option would result in a negligible difference in operation and maintenance cost 
(increased pumping but increased efficiency). Note that these improvements are based 
on current demands and would not provide for growth. 

Table 2-4 provides an illustration of potential phasing of Improvement Option B. 
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Table 2-4: Option B Phasing (5-Year Project) 

Year End   2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

    Estimated Project Expenditure 

SOURCE/BOOSTER       

Booster Station Improvements (Add 
Pump & Install Generator)  $125,550     

Construct Second Well  $7,000   $405,750  
DISTRIBUTION       
Replace Undersized Mains that Feed Fire 
Hydrants (Fire Flow to Boosted Datum)      

Meter Replacements   $30,000    
Replace Existing 4 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Boosters to Maxwell Dr.) 
with 8 Inch Line 

2300 
LF     $367,500 

Replace Existing 4 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Maxwell Dr. to 1320 E. 
Grand Tour) with 8 Inch Line 

2600 
LF   $414,600   

Replace Existing 4 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Boosters to Glacier Dr.) 
with 8 Inch Line 

2400 
LF    $383,900  

Replace Existing 2 Inch Line (Grand 
Tour from Glacier Dr. to Pinewood 
Way) with 8 Inch Line 

1400 
LF  $224,500    

Replace Existing 4 Inch Line (Glacier 
Dr. from Pinewood Way to 
Beginning of 2 Inch) with 8 Inch Line 400 LF $66,500     
Replace Existing 2 Inch Line (Glacier 
from Grand Tour to Beginning of 4 
Inch) with 8 Inch Line 

2000 
LF   $319,500   

ACCUMULATED ESTIMATED PROJECT 
COST $199,050 $453,550 $1,187,650 $1,977,300 $2,344,800 

 

2.3.3.1. IMPROVEMENT OPTION B – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

The primary environmental impacts associated with Option B consist of drilling 
for the new well and trench excavation for approximately 11,100 linear feet of waterline 
replacement. The installation of the improvements would impact the following existing 
environmental conditions:  

• Physical aspects (minor long-term impact due to excavation for the new 
well and well house, and short-term impact for the waterline 
replacement),  

• Socioeconomics of the area (increased user rates will provide improved 
fire flow, reliability and service over the long-term),  

• Floodplains (minor short-term impact due to line replacement along 
Grand Tour Drive within the Alpine Lake floodplain),  

• Wetlands and water quality (minor short-term impact due to line 
replacement within wetland area, minor short-term impact to water 
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quality due to ground disturbance, to be mitigated through appropriate 
BMPs),  

• Flora and fauna (minor short-term impact due to construction activity),  
• Air quality (minor short-term impact due to construction activity, potential 

intermittent long-term impact due to standby generator),  
• Energy (improved efficiency by replacing aged waterlines and reducing 

system loss, but additional pumping due to increased booster capacity 
resulting in negligible impact), and  

• Public health (positive impact to system service, reliability, and fire flow 
capacity in the long-term).  
 

The majority of these impacts is expected to be short-term and is not 
anticipated to create long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts.  

2.3.4. IMPROVEMENT OPTION C - NO IMPROVEMENTS 

Under this improvement option, the system would remain as is, with no major 
improvements. As discussed in previous sections, the existing system has significant 
deficiencies with respect to supplying current demands in accordance with IDAPA 
rules (thus under this option, the system would not meet current Idaho Rules for Public 
Drinking Water Systems). Although this is the least cost option (since no improvements 
would be made), it is important to note that this option does not provide system 
reliability or required fire flows and growth would not be recommended.  

2.3.4.1. IMPROVEMENT OPTION C – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since there would be no action taken to improve the current system, there 
would be no environmental impacts due to new construction. However, the existing 
system relies on a single production well with no standby power and the majority of the 
system is pressurized by booster pumps (since no storage is available by gravity) that 
also do not have standby power or redundant pumping capacity. Thus, the system is at 
risk for contamination through system de-pressurization in the event of a power outage 
or pump failure. It should also be noted that the District currently experiences a 
relatively high loss (approximately 21.8 percent), pointing to the existence of waterline 
leaks which could also become a source of system contamination. Additionally, a 
portion of the system cannot currently provide the required fire flows. Lastly, the 
District would have no potential for growth or expansion without first improving their 
existing system.  

 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON 2.4.

An additional comparison of the alternatives has been included in Appendix C. 
This comparison highlights the major impacts anticipated for each alternative 
discussed above.  Of the aggregate improvement options (A, A1, B, C), Option A is the 
least expensive (of the improvement options, not including Option C which does not 
include any improvements).  The major difference between these alternatives is that 
Option B will have significantly more distribution improvements (as compared to A and 
A1 in order to work towards the recommended fire flow whereas Options A and A1 
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focus on the required fire flow).  Option C will have the least amount of impact to the 
environment due to new construction, but with potential significant detriment to public 
health and safety due to continued deficiencies in service, reliability, and fire flow.   
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 PROPOSED ACTION/SELECTED ALTERNATIVES 3.

 SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 3.1.

The District has selected Option A1 (refer to Appendix B for a map of these 
proposed improvements6, labeled “Proposed Water System Improvements”) for 
implementation based on the comments received during the public comment period 
(refer to Section 6 for more information on the public comment period). The total 
estimated project cost of this option is approximately $1,800,000 (refer to Appendix C 
for the cost estimate). The District is currently eligible to apply for a loan from IDEQ for 
up to $1,800,000. This loan would be paid back over a 30 year term with 1.25% 
interest and up to $543,691 in principal forgiveness. Additionally, the District 
completed an income survey and is eligible for up to $350,000 in Idaho Community 
Development Block Grant (ICDBG) funds. The estimated rate increase per connection 
associated with completion of Option A1 (funded by the IDEQ loan through a revenue 
bond) is $29.46 per month (which accounts for the IDEQ loan of $1.8 million with 
principal forgiveness of $543,691 and ICDBG funds of $350,000).  

It’s important to note that the District may elect to complete additional 
improvements, as funding allows or with future funding:  

• Distribution improvements (shown on Figure 4.1 in Appendix B and on 
the “Proposed Water System Improvements” map in Appendix B) 

• Booster capacity up to the full 262 gallons per minute to meet 
recommended fire flows (shown on “Proposed Water System 
Improvements” map in Appendix B)7 

• Standby power at the well site (shown on “Proposed Water System 
Improvements” map in Appendix B)8 

These improvements are not specifically included in the “near-term” improvements, but 
may be completed if funding is available. Thus, all these improvements are included in 
this document and are shown on the selected improvements map in Appendix B 
(labeled “Proposed Water System Improvements”).  

 COST ESTIMATES FOR THE SELECTED PLAN (A1) 3.2.

Cost estimates for the selected improvements are based on the estimates for 
the alternatives. The expected construction costs for the water improvement project 
are summarized in the following table. A detailed opinion of costs for the selected near-
term project is presented in Appendix C (the detailed opinion of costs for the additional 
improvements are also included in Appendix C).  Table 3-1 presents the estimated 
construction costs for the improvements and Table 3-2 presents the total project costs 
of the improvements.  Table 2-3 in Section 2 (presenting costs for Option A1) 

                                                 
6 Meter replacement is shown on the map of improvements but is incidental (in cost) to other 
items within the near-term project estimates.  
7 This was not included in Option A, A1, or B  
8 This was not included in Option A, A1, or B 
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presented the total project costs (including construction, engineering, and funding 
assistance/administration).   

 

Table 3-1: Estimated Construction Costs (A1) 

Booster Station Improvements $80,900 

Construct Second Well $319,000 

Distribution Improvements $986,700 

Total Project Construction Cost $1,386,600 

 

Table 3-2: Estimated Project Costs 

Construction  $1,386,600  
Engineering $331,200  
Funding Assistance / Project Administration $82,200  

Project Sub Total $1,800,000  
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 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ANTICIPATED IMPACTS 4.

 SERVICE AREA / AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT / PROPOSED PROJECT PLANNING AREA 4.1.

The Alpine Meadows Water and Sewer District’s water system is located 
approximately 8 miles northeast of the City of Coeur d’Alene in Kootenai County, 
Idaho. The majority of the system is bordered to the west by US Highway 95 and 
surrounds the northern portion of Alpine Lake. The District provides water to residents 
around Alpine Lake. The majority of the connections are single-family residences. The 
system and service area are located within parts of Sections 26 and 25 of Township 
52N, Range 4W and parts of Section 30 in Township 52N, Range 3W.  

The current service area generally surrounds the northern portion of Alpine Lake. 
The area consists primarily of flatter treed and agricultural areas with steeper hillsides 
bordering the eastern portion of the District. The elevation of the system varies from 
2260 near the source on Garwood to 2600 in the eastern portion. Additionally, a steep 
hillside separates the majority of the District from US Highway 95 toward the western 
portion of the District. The area is primarily forested with some flatter agricultural areas 
northeast of the Lake. The service area consists of primarily residential development 
with some commercial customers. Alpine Lake is the primary surface water body within 
the service area.  

For the purpose of the environmental review, an Area of Potential Effect (APE) 
and a Proposed Project Planning Area (PPPA) have been developed. These areas 
delineate the expected effect area and project planning area. For this District, the 
APE/PPPA will consist of the existing service area, growth areas, and existing well site 
and transmission main. As is implied, the APE and PPPA are one and the same for this 
District and proposed project. This boundary is delineated on a map (Environmental 
Review Area) in Appendix B.  

 PHYSICAL ASPECTS 4.2.

4.2.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

4.2.1.1. TOPOGRAPHY 

The existing topography is variable throughout the District area. There are flatter 
areas in the majority of the District area with steeper hillsides in the eastern portion of 
the District.  The elevation changes abruptly through the western portion of the District, 
separating it from US Highway 95. There are wetlands bordering Alpine Lake, which 
are discussed in more detail in Section 4.7. Refer to Appendix D for a topographical 
map.  

4.2.1.2. GEOLOGY 

The surface geology in the area has been mapped (Lewis et al., 2002). The types 
of rock present are: 

• Holocene Deposits – Fluvial gravel (Pleistocene and Holocene) 
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• Catastrophic Flood Deposits and Reworked Outwash – Gravel of Garwood 
(Pleistocene); Gravel of Green Ferry, bar facies (Pleistocene); Gravel of 
Hayden Lake (Pleistocene) 

• Older Sediments – Sediment (Miocene) 
• Columbia River Basalt Group, Wanapum Formation – Priest Rapids Member 

(Miocene) 
Detailed description of these deposits and bedrock can be found in Appendix D. There 
are no faults in the APE/PPPA, there are faults near the District area. 

4.2.1.3. SOILS 

The soils in the area are mapped as silt loam to gravelly loam by the USDA Soil 
Survey. These soils are generally well drained and have a moderate shrink-swell 
potential. The majority of the soils have a low possibility of erosion due to the moderate 
grain size. There is a small percentage (~12 percent) of soils that have a possibility of 
erosion since they are silt loams, specifically Potlatch silt loam, with low portions of 
larger grain sizes. The soils have a possibility of erosion due to the fine grained particle 
size. A Natural Resources Conservation Service, Web Soil Survey map and soil 
descriptions are provided in Appendix D. In addition, the erosion potential survey is 
included in Appendix D. 

4.2.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

4.2.2.1. TOPOGRAPHY 

The proposed project will primarily consist of improvements within the existing 
structures or within previously disturbed areas. There are some improvements in areas 
that have not been previously disturbed, which are shown on the proposed 
improvement map in Appendix B. The booster pump capacity improvement will be 
installed within the existing structure. The generator(s) and second well will be installed 
adjacent to existing structures. The distribution improvements consist primarily of 
replacement (replacing an existing waterline in a previously disturbed area) with some 
potential for re-alignment and/or future waterlines (in non-previously disturbed areas).  

Therefore, short-term direct impacts due to ground disturbance (waterline 
construction, generator pads, and installation of the second well) are anticipated, but 
no long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts are anticipated.  

4.2.2.2. GEOLOGY 

No active fault lines or unusual geological features that may impact the 
proposed project were identified within the project planning area. Therefore, no 
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) to geology are 
anticipated.  

4.2.2.3. SOILS 

The soils in the area mapped as silt loam to gravelly loam by the USDA Soil 
Survey. The soils have a possibility of erosion due to the fine grained particle size. Best 
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Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction to minimize 
the potential for the soils to erode and leave the construction site.  

Therefore, there will be short-term direct impacts due to ground disturbance 
(waterline construction, generator pads, and installation of the second well) are 
anticipated, but long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  

 CLIMATE 4.3.

4.3.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The following climate information for the Alpine Lake area (Hayden, Idaho) was 
obtained from weather.com, based on monthly averages: 

• Average Annual Temperature High – 58o F 
• Average Annual Temperature Low – 39o F 
• Average Annual Precipitation – 25.8 inches 
• Average Annual Snow Fall – 32.5 inches9 

The prevailing wind in the area is North, Northeast, according to the Western Regional 
Climate Center.  Minimum frost depth (according to Kootenai County residential 
building permit requirements and Idaho Association of Building Officials for Hayden, 
Idaho) is 24 inches.   

4.3.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

There are no known special or unusual meteorological constraints that would 
affect the feasibility of the proposed project. All distribution improvements will be 
installed below minimum frost depth.  Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-term, 
direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 POPULATION AND FLOW PROJECTIONS 4.4.

4.4.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

There are an estimated 117 active EDU10s within the Alpine Meadows water 
system as of 2011. This number was determined based on the number of connections 
(103).  Five of these connections (Alpine Store, Greenhouse, Creative Concrete, and 
J&D Automotive) were identified as commercial connections with multiple EDUs for 
each connection, in some cases.  Thus, 98 of these connections are residential.  The 

                                                 
9 Average annual snow fall for Alpine Lake was obtained from NOAA, for the Coeur d’Alene 
station. 
10 An EDU is defined in The Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems – IDAPA 58. Title 01, 
chapter 8 as a unit of measure that standardizes all land use types (housing, retail, office, etc.) to 
the level of demand created by a single-family detached housing unit within a water system. The 
demand for one EDU is equivalent to the amount of water provided to the average single-family 
detached housing unit within a water system. For example, if a typical single-family household 
within a given system uses 300 gallons per day (i.e. one EDU equals 300 gpd) and a particular 
commercial connection uses 600 gallons per day, the commercial connection would account for 
2 EDUs within that system.  For this system, one EDU equals 319 gpd. 
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average consumption per residential connection was used to determine the amount of 
water consumed per single-family household (EDU). From this value and the 
consumption information provided for the other connections, the number of equivalent 
dwelling units for each of these connections was determined. The following table 
provides the current number of EDUs within the system. 
 

Table 4-1:  2010 EDU Summary 

 May 2010 through April 2011 

 

Total 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Total 
Connections 

Average Daily 
Consumption per 
Connection (gpd) 

Equivalent 
EDUs 

Total Residential Connections 11,417,301 98 319 98 

Total Commercial Connections 2,167,960 5 1,188 19 

Alpine Store (2 meters) 1,655,670 2 2,268 14.2 

Greenhouse 329,950 1 904 2.8 

Creative Concrete 83,540 1 229 0.7 

J&D Automotive 98,800 1 271 0.8 

 

As shown in Table 4-1, there are 117 active equivalent dwelling units within the 
system. The District has also agreed to serve four existing parcels (assumed to 
represent 1 EDU each) not currently connected to the system. This results in 117 active 
EDUs for 2011 with the possibility of 121 EDUs if the additional parcels were 
connected to the system.  

The current population in the District’s water system can be estimated using the 
U.S. Census Bureau’s estimate for average persons per household in Kootenai County 
(2.45 for 2010) multiplied by the connections served by the District. Thus, the 
population served by the District’s water system (counting the additional parcels 
discussed above) is approximately 250 people (based on total connections).  

Growth for the system has been categorized into three phases; Growth A, B, 
and C11. These phases are used to organize and express expected growth according 
to its nature and location. The parcels identified as part of each growth phase are 
shown on the map included Appendix B (labeled Figure 2.2). Each growth phase is 
defined below:  

• Growth A:  This is the growth expected for buildout of the existing parcels 
within the District boundary. This includes the currently vacant lots as well as 
occupied lots that are not currently served by the District. 

                                                 
11 It is recommended that, prior to approving growth, the District require the developer to fund a 
detailed hydraulic analysis and any necessary water system improvements required to provide 
service to the new development without decreasing the level of service provided to the existing 
service area.  
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• Growth B:  This growth is the result of future subdivision of existing large 
parcels that are within the District boundary or currently served by the 
system (there is one parcel that is currently served but outside the 
boundary). A minimum lot size of 5 acres was assumed, based on zoning, to 
determine the number of EDUs associated with this growth phase.  

• Growth C:  This is the growth expected to occur outside the current District 
Boundary within the Future Growth Area identified by the District. The 
number of expected connections within this area was based on existing 
parcels and a minimum lot size of 5 acres where those parcels were large 
enough to be subdivided.  

 
It was assumed that each previously subdivided lot will represent one 

connection. The number of anticipated connections for large parcels that have not 
been previously subdivided was determined based on a lot size of 5 acres. The number 
of EDUs expected for buildout of each growth phase was determined assuming all new 
connections would be residential and would therefore represent 1 EDU. Table 4-2 
below summarizes the number of EDUs that currently exist and that are expected for 
each growth phase. It should be noted here that four of the residential connections 
currently connected to the Gravity Datum should be connected to the Boosted Datum 
in order to maintain adequate pressures (refer to Section 2.9.4.2 of the Facility Plan in 
Appendix A). The resulting change in EDU distribution between the two datums has 
been applied to analyses within this section. 

 

Table 4-2: Summary of Future EDUs 

 
Current 
EDUs 

Growth A 
EDUs 

Growth B 
EDUs 

20-Year 
EDUs 

Growth C 
EDUs 

Gravity Datum 16 19 20 31 35 

Boosted Datum 105 114 119 198 229 

Total System 121 133 139 223 264 

 
The Kootenai County Comprehensive Plan (approved December, 2010) states 

that “an average annual growth rate of at least 2% for the next ten years would not be 
unreasonable to assume for the planning process.”  The District chose to utilize a 
growth rate of 2% for years 2010 through 2020 and a growth rate of 4% for 2021 
forward. Based on these growth rates, it is estimated that the system will reach 
buildout of Growth A in 2016, Growth B in 2018, and Growth C in 2036. 

 The estimates for future demands are based on the assumption that the 
demand per EDU will remain constant throughout the growth period. It should be 
noted, however, that if several large users are added to the system or system loss is 
decreased significantly, these estimates may change. Table 4-3, on the following page, 
shows the estimated future demand that has been used for the purposes of this report. 
It should be recognized that growth and demand have been estimated and will not 
likely occur exactly as shown in Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3: Future EDUs and Demand 

 Total System 

 EDUs Population1 ADP (gpd) MDP (gpd) PHP (gpm) 

2011 121 250 56,870 172,667 339 
2012 123 255 57,810 175,521 344 
2013 126 260 59,220 179,802 353 
2014 128 265 60,160 182,656 358 
2015 131 270 61,570 186,937 367 
Growth A 133 274 62,510 189,791 372 
2016 134 277 62,980 191,218 375 
2017 136 282 63,920 194,072 381 
Growth B (2018) 139 287 65,330 198,353 389 
2019 142 294 66,740 202,634 398 
2020 145 299 68,150 206,915 406 
2021 151 311 70,970 215,477 423 
2022 157 323 73,790 224,039 440 
2023 163 336 76,610 232,601 456 
2024 170 350 79,900 242,590 476 
2025 176 363 82,720 251,152 493 
2026 183 377 86,010 261,141 512 
2027 191 394 89,770 272,557 535 
2028 198 409 93,060 282,546 554 
2029 206 426 96,820 293,962 577 
2030 215 443 101,050 306,805 602 
2031 223 461 104,810 318,221 624 
2032 232 478 109,040 331,064 650 
2033 241 497 113,270 343,907 675 
2034 251 517 117,970 358,177 703 
2035 261 539 122,670 372,447 731 
Growth C 264 404 124,080 376,728 739 
2036 272 561 127,840 388,144 762 

1Based on residential connections 
 
As can be seen in the table above, the 20 year population estimation is 

approximately 311 people (127 residential connections x 2.45 people per household, 
total EDUs is 151).  Growth projections have not been made for the 40-year scenario 
since the system’s components (other than distribution) would need to be modified to 
handle this capacity.  

4.4.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The improvements will support the anticipated growth for the District, and the 
growth is not anticipated to be excessive. The Idaho Division of Financial 
Management’s statewide projected 2010-2030 annual growth rate is 1.57 percent. The 
projected District’s estimated growth over that time period is 102 EDUs. When 
compared to the statewide projections for that time period (increase of 85 EDUs), the 
District’s growth is approximately 20 percent higher than the statewide projection (the 
District assumed a 2-4 percent growth scenario during that time period). However, the 
estimated growth for the District is less than 500 EDUs over the life of the project.  
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Since the estimated growth does not meet both criteria (growth rate in excess of the 
statewide projection and growth in excess of 500 EDUs over the life of the project), the 
District’s growth is not considered excessive.   

Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts to the population should be positive in 
the long-term since the improvements will support the anticipated growth for the 
District. Short-term and cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 

 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL PROFILE 4.5.

4.5.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The system serves a population of approximately 29612 residents through 121 
EDUs. The population of the service area is fairly stable, but is expected to grow. The 
majority of the homes served by the Alpine Meadows Water and Sewer District are 
primary, year-round single family dwelling units. Although no social-economic data is 
available specifically for this project planning area, the US Census Bureau reports that 
11.9 percent of the population in Kootenai County is below the poverty level. The 
median household income in 2010 was reported as $46,336.  

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the 
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and polices. The Alpine Water and Sewer District will seek the input of all persons 
within the Area of Potential Effects through public meetings. All members of the 
community will be treated the same and have equal access to the District’s public 
services and decision-making process.  

The residents within the District will benefit from the proposed project by 
receiving a reliable and good quality supply of drinking water. In addition, the project 
will allow for future growth and economic expansion within this area.  

4.5.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The residents within the District will benefit from the proposed project by 
receiving a reliable supply of clean drinking water and improved fire protection. The 
budgeted project will increase the user rates to 2.35 percent of their monthly income; 
the rate is currently 1.29 percent. The project will also allow for future growth and 
economic expansion within this area, which is a positive long-term impact associated 
with the project.  

Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts to economic and social profile 
(allowing for future growth and economic expansion but increased rates) should be 
both positive and negative in the long-term. Short-term and cumulative impacts are not 
anticipated. 

 
 

                                                 
12 Average persons per household for 2010 for Kootenai County multiplied by the number of 
EDUs equaling an approximate population. 
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 LAND USE 4.6.

4.6.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Both land use and zoning information is included in this section13.  The District 
area is zoned as agriculture-suburban, agriculture, commercial, light industrial, and 
rural. The zoning map for the APE/PPPA (derived from Kootenai County zoning 
designations) can be found in Appendix E. The existing land use in the area consist of 
rural residential and borders a rural land use (as established by the Kootenai County 
Comprehensive Plan – Land Use). The land use map for the APE/PPPA (derived from 
Kootenai County land use designations) can be found in Appendix E.  

4.6.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The completion of the improvements is not anticipated to negatively impact the 
current land use.  

The Kootenai County Community Development department was contacted 
regarding the proposed work.  They noted that the District has an existing conditional 
use permit at the storage tank site that may require a “minor modification” for the 
proposed work (and existing structures).  Thus, the District will work with the County to 
complete any necessary modifications to the existing conditional use permit for the 
storage tank site.   

The District will work with the County to complete any necessary modifications 
to the existing conditional use permit, but it is not anticipated that the land use will be 
negatively impacted by the proposed work.  Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-
term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.   

 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 4.7.

4.7.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency) has determined floodplain 
boundaries which are founded in the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). These 
boundaries were utilized to determine if the District is in the floodplain. The Kootenai 
County, Idaho and Incorporated Areas Flood Insurance Rate Map, dated May 3, 2010 
was used to determine if the proposed improvements were located within floodplain 
areas. A portion of the floodplain map with the proposed improvements is provided in 
Appendix F.  There is one distribution line improvement that is located within the 100 
year floodplain for Alpine Lake (in Zone A, where no base floods have been 
determined). This is a waterline replacement, which will replace the pre-existing 
waterline within the previously disturbed area.  

United States Fish and Wildlife Service provided a National Wetlands Inventory 
database14. A map of wetlands within the project area was prepared using the 

                                                 
13 Land Use information reflects the pattern of development that the community (in this case 
Kootenai County) desires to see in specific areas.  Zoning establishes the actual use of land (and 
ordinances establish density, intensity, height, and form of development).   
14 The geodatabase is only effective as of the date of extraction (2012). Also the dataset 
represents the extent, approximate location and type of wetlands and deepwater habitats in the 
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database and is included in Appendix F. There are several distribution improvements 
that are located within designated wetland areas.  

4.7.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Best management practices (BMPs) will be utilized to protect the water quality 
of the wetlands and floodplains and to prevent sediment from leaving the construction 
site.  

The Idaho Department of Water Resources was consulted regarding the impact 
of the improvements on floodplains in the project area. They identified improvements 
that are located within the northern tip of the Alpine Lake Flood Zone A. Because this 
line replacement will occur with Zone A, it will need to be permitted by Kootenai 
County with a floodplain development permit. Kootenai County was consulted and they 
confirmed that a floodplain development permit would be required; the project will not 
create a permanent encroachment in the floodplain, but will be short-term disturbance 
and thus necessitating a development permit.  In sum, a floodplain development permit 
will be required for construction activities in the mapped flood hazard area.  

The Army Corps of Engineers also provided consultation regarding the wetland 
locations for this project. Several of the improvements are in located within wetland 
areas; however, the Corps indicated that the wetland may not be jurisdictional.  The 
Corps submitted further research and documentation to the Corps Headquarters and 
EPA for a determination on the jurisdiction of the wetland.  After 21 days, it was 
determined that the wetland is not jurisdictional.   Both Idaho Department of Water 
Resources and Idaho Department of Lands were contacted for further comments on 
impacts to wetlands.  Both entities indicated they did not have jurisdiction and 
provided no further comments.   

Therefore, short-term direct impacts are anticipated for floodplains or wetlands 
due to potential for sediment to leave the construction site and enter wetlands and 
floodplains near to the proposed project sites (which will be mitigated through best 
management practices (BMPs). In addition, submittal of and compliance with a 
floodplain development permit from Kootenai County will be required for the 
construction activities.  Indirect, long-term positive impacts are expected since existing 
water sources will be protected by improving the overall system reliability. Cumulative 
impacts are not anticipated.  

 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 4.8.

4.8.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The nearest designated Wild and Scenic River is a segment of the Saint Joe 
River approximately 60 miles to the southeast of the District, according to the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers database. Therefore, no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers are 
located within the APE/PPPA. A map of the Wild and Scenic Rivers in the United States 
can be found in Appendix G as well as an enlargement of this map to show the District 
area and the Saint Joe River.  

                                                                                                                                                             
US. Refer to http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Wetlands-Geodatabase-User-Caution.html for 
more information on the geodatabse. 

http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Wetlands-Geodatabase-User-Caution.html
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4.8.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since there are no designated wild and scenic rivers in the project area, no 
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 CULTURAL RESOURCES 4.9.

4.9.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

There are no known historic resources within the District area. A search of the 
Kootenai County, Idaho sites listed on National Register of Historic Places, provided in 
Appendix H, shows the nearest site located within the Hayden Lake area 
(approximately 4 miles away) and the Rathdrum area (approximately 6 miles away).  A 
list of the properties located in Hayden Lake and Rathdrum are included with the map. 
In addition, the District is not located in a tribal reservation area.  

4.9.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since the majority of the improvements will occur within existing structures or 
previously disturbed areas, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated.  

The State Historic Preservation Office was consulted regarding the impact to 
cultural resources from this project. They indicated that since there was little new 
disturbance, no effect to cultural resources is anticipated and an archeological survey 
will not be required. The Coeur d’Alene Tribe was also consulted regarding this project 
and did not respond with any comments.  If artifacts are discovered during 
construction of the project, the SHPO and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe shall be contacted 
immediately and all work must stop. Mitigation will be consulted with these two 
agencies before construction re-commences.  

Therefore no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative) to 
cultural resources are anticipated.  

 PLANTS AND WILDLIFE 4.10.

4.10.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The area is treed and is home to many wildlife species. A list of endangered, 
threatened, and candidate species for Kootenai County was obtained from the US Fish 
and Wildlife Services website and is included in Appendix I.  Threatened species 
include the following: Canada Lynx, Bull Trout, Spalding’s Catchfly, and Water 
Howellia. Candidate species include the following: Yellow-billed Cuckoo.  Proposed 
species include the following: North American Wolverine.  In addition, critical habitat 
has been identified in the Columbia River Basin for the protection of Bull Trout. After 
consulting the US Fish and Wildlife Services Critical Habitat Mapper15, the District is 
not in a critical habitat area for Bull Trout. Refer to Appendix I for a map of the critical 
habitat for Bull Trout in the area. 

Essential fish habitat (EFH) for ocean going fish was also examined for the 

                                                 
15 The US Fish and Wildlife Service Critical Habitat Mapper does not contain all designated 
habitat, but provides a reference.  
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District.  Chinook Salmon and Coho Salmon are identified as an ocean going fish in the 
state of Idaho (primarily in central Idaho).  After reviewing a map of EFH in Idaho, 
provided by IDEQ, the District is outside of this habitat area.  Refer to Appendix I for 
the map of EFH in Idaho.    

4.10.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

As mentioned above, the project area is not located in a critical habitat area and 
it is not anticipated that the species or habitat areas will be affected by the project. The 
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office provided consultation for this project. They did not 
anticipate that Federally listed, proposed, or candidate species are likely to occur in 
the vicinity of the project.  

IDEQ also provided a determination and consultation on the threatened and 
endangered species for the project and anticipated no effect as a result of the 
proposed improvements.  This consultation is provided in Appendix O.    

Therefore, no impacts to plants and wildlife (short-term, long-term, direct, 
indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 4.11.

4.11.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The project is not located in recreational open spaces, parks, or areas of 
recognized scenic or recreational value.  

4.11.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since there are no designated recreational open spaces, parks, or areas of 
recognized scenic or recreational value in the project area, no impacts (short-term, 
long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 AGRICULTURAL LANDS 4.12.

4.12.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Prime agricultural classification is provided as part of the USDA Soil Survey 
conducted for the soil information in Section 4.2.1. According to the Soil Survey, 
“farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies the location 
and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed 
crops.”  There are soils listed as prime farmland if irrigated within the District area. A 
map of the USDA Soil Survey information for the Association is provided in Appendix J. 
These soils consist of approximately 25 percent of the area and several improvements 
are located within these soils.  

4.12.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The improvements which are located in the prime farmland soils will either be 
replacing existing waterlines or will occur in already “converted to non-agricultural use” 
areas (i.e. installation of the second well on the well lot, which is currently not used for 
agricultural purposes).  
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The USDA Natural Resources Conservation Services (NRCS) provided 
consultation for this project.  They indicated that did not have any concerns regarding 
the project since most waterline improvements would be replacing existing waterlines 
with minimal disturbance.  

Since the improvements will occur within previously disturbed areas or in areas 
that have already been converted to non-agricultural purposes, no impacts (short-term, 
long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 AIR QUALITY 4.13.

4.13.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The State of Idaho has been delegated authority to regulate air quality through 
the EPA and the Clean Air Act. The State Implementation Plan provides the rules and 
regulation to maintain acceptable air quality standards within the state and site specific 
plans delineating areas that do not meet air quality standards. Areas that do not meet 
specific air quality standards are known as Nonattainment Areas. A map showing 
Nonattainment Areas and Areas of Concern for the State of Idaho is provided in 
Appendix K. The District is not located in a Nonattainment area or an area of concern. 
Noise from the existing facilities is not disruptive and has not been an issue amongst 
residents.  

4.13.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The IDEQ was consulted, and they require that reasonable controls be 
implemented during construction and maintenance to prevent fugitive dust during all 
phases of the project. The project plans should also describe the proper disposal of 
any demolition and construction debris in accordance with solid waste regulations. 
Open burning of demolition or construction debris is not allowed. Vegetation/land 
clearing should be accomplished using mechanical methods to avoid generation of 
smoke. Demolition and construction debris must be treated in accordance with solid 
waste regulations. 

Additionally, the facility’s standby power (generator) is exempted from 
permitting requirements (limited by IDAPA 58.01.01.222.02.d, shown below) if the 
generator meets these requirements.  

“Stationary internal combustion engines used exclusively for emergency 
purposes which are operated less than five hundred (500) hours per year and 
are fueled by natural gas, propane gas, liquefied petroleum gas, distillate fuel 
oils, residual fuel oils, and diesel fuel; waste oil, gasoline, or refined gasoline 
shall not be used”.  

This is a Category II exemption (according to the IDAPA referenced above). 
Documentation of total hours of operation per year, available to IDEQ at any time, is 
required for compliance.  

The standby power must also meet National Emission Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants for Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE rule).  After 
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completing the web-based tool16, the applicable federal standards are 40 CFR part 60, 
subpart IIII (for compression ignition) or 40 CFR part 60, subpart JJJJ (for spark 
ignition).  

Short-term impacts are anticipated in association with construction emissions; 
however, the impact to air quality is not anticipated to exceed state or federal limits. 
Long-term, indirect or cumulative impacts are not anticipated, but documentation of 
exemption compliance (total hours of operation per year) must be available for IDEQ at 
any time.  

 ENERGY PRODUCTION/CONSUMPTION 4.14.

4.14.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The District currently meters individual water consumption with service meters 
at all connections monthly for April through October. Users are billed based on their 
monthly consumption. Additional fees are charged for water use in excess of the base 
allotment of water. The rate structure discourages wasteful use of water and reduces 
overall water and energy consumption.  

Completion of the proposed improvements will not significantly increase the 
water systems energy consumption. When selecting new pumps as part of the 
proposed improvements, the efficiency of the pump and motor will be considered 
during the selection process to ensure that the pumping equipment is as energy 
efficient as possible. However, pumping will be increased overall.  

4.14.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The impacts associated with energy consumption are anticipated to be positive 
since new, higher efficiency components will be installed. However, overall pumping 
will increase, thus increase energy consumption. Thus, the improvements are 
anticipated to have a negligible effect on energy consumption. In addition, the District 
will continue to monitor individual water consumption to discourage wasteful use of 
water and overall energy consumption.  

Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 

 REGIONALIZATION  4.15.

4.15.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The District does not currently have an intermunicipal agreement with any 
surrounding communities for water services.  A connection with the nearest water 
system in the area, Garwood, was considered during the facility planning process.  The 
cost, configuration, and capacity of that water system to serve the Alpine Meadows 
system suggest that connecting to this system in lieu of the proposed improvements is 
not economically feasible for the District at this time.   

 

                                                 
16 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/rice/output/quiz.html  

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/rice/output/quiz.html
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4.15.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since no regionalization scheme is in place and connection to the nearest water 
system, Garwood, does not seem feasible, no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, 
indirect, or cumulative) to regionalization are anticipated.  

 WATER QUALITY 4.16.

4.16.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

4.16.1.1. WATER RIGHTS 

The District holds one water right for the diversion of groundwater, as can be 
seen in Table 4-4.  

 

Table 4-4: Inventory of Water Rights 

Water 
Right No. 

Basis Beneficial Use Period 
of Use 

Priority 
Date 

Diversion 
Rate 

Volume 
Limitation 

95-07782 License 

Irrigation 
March 
15 to 

Nov. 15 

9/8/1977 

0.33 cfs 150 AFA 

Industrial Jan. 1 to 
Dec. 31 

0.02 cfs 0.2 AFA 

Commercial 
Jan. 1 to 
Dec. 31 0.08 cfs 2 AFA 

Domestic Jan. 1 to 
Dec. 31 

0.33 cfs 57 AFA 

Maximum Diversion for License: 0.33 cfs 209.02 AFA 

 
The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) is currently conducting an 

adjudication of all the water rights (that were put into beneficial use on or prior to 
November 12, 2008) in the Coeur d’Alene and Spokane River water systems. The 
District filed an adjudication claim with IDWR for the licensed right in November, 2009. 
It should be noted that the claim was filed based on changing the beneficial use to 
Municipal during the adjudication. 

4.16.1.2. SOURCE 

The system is supplied by a single production well located at 1700 W. Garwood 
Road. Table 4-5 provides a summary of the well.  
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Table 4-5: Inventory of Source 
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1 Available well logs and pump curves are included in Appendix C. 
2 Screened source capacity according to 1978 Well Improvements record drawings prepared by Lepard & Frame. 
 
The well pumps to the two reservoirs, and is controlled by floats. During the 

winter, the well turns on at a reservoir level of 3 feet and off at a level of 6 feet. During 
the summer, the well turns on at a level of 4 feet and off at 6 feet. The system operator 
runs the reservoir level down to 6 inches about twice a month in order to prevent water 
stagnation issues. 

4.16.1.3. WATER QUALITY 

The District follows sampling regulations stipulated by IDEQ. The 2010 Drinking 
Water Quality Report, attached as Appendix M for reference, notes that levels of 
regulated contaminants were below state and federal standards. Water from the well is 
chlorinated prior to being pumped to the system. The last positive coliform sample was 
taken in May 2009. 

Well Building. Wellhead and Mechanical Piping. 
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4.16.1.4. SURFACE WATER IN THE AREA 

The primary surface water body in within the District is Alpine Lake. The Lake is 
most likely of good water quality and is listed as an “unassessed water” in the 2010 
Integrated Report by IDEQ. There are other small streams in the area with two springs 
noted in the northern portion of the District. Refer to the topographical map in 
Appendix D for an overview of the surface water in the APE/PPPA. 

During construction, BMPs will be developed and implemented to protect the 
quality of the nearby surface water bodies from degradation.  

4.16.1.5. GROUND WATER IN THE AREA 

The system is supplied by a single production well at 1700 W. Garwood Road. 
The well draws from the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer (see Appendix L for 
a map of the Aquifer). The Aquifer is classified as a sole source aquifer by the US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A sole source aquifer classification indicates 
that the aquifer supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area 
overlying the aquifer.  Extensive analysis of the ground water in the area, water quality, 
and water rights is included in previous sections.  

4.16.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

4.16.2.1. SURFACE WATER 

The primary surface water body in within the District is Alpine Lake. The Lake is 
most likely of good water quality. There are other small streams in the area with two 
springs noted in the northern portion of the District.  

The IDEQ was consulted, and they require the protection of surface water and 
control of erosion and sedimentation by the use of acceptable best management 
practices (BMPs). If the project disturbs an area greater than 1 acre and drains to a 
water of the United States, the project will need to comply with the most recent edition 
of the Construction General Permit, a permit administered by the EPA. The project will 
not need a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which complies with the 
Construction General Permit since the disturbance is estimated to be greater than 1 
acre17 but the area does not drain to a water of the United States (Alpine Lake is not a 
water of the United States, as determined by the Army Corps of Engineers). 

Therefore, potential short-term impacts to water quality (surface water) are 
anticipated due to ground disturbance near surface water bodies, but the surface 
water bodies will be protected utilizing BMPs during construction, as required by IDEQ. 
Indirect, long-term positive impacts are expected since existing water sources will be 
protected by improving the overall system reliability. Cumulative impacts are not 
anticipated.  

                                                 
17 It is estimated that the disturbance from the near-term distribution improvements is 
approximately 3.5 acres; the disturbance from the total, potential, future distribution 
improvements is approximately 19.5 acres (which includes the near-term distribution 
improvements) 
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4.16.2.2. GROUND WATER 

The well that supplies the system draws from the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum 
Prairie Aquifer (see Appendix L for a map of the Aquifer). The Aquifer is classified as a 
sole source aquifer by the EPA.  

The project is not anticipated to affect water rights or the quantity of ground 
water available for private drinking water wells. It is also not anticipated to affect the 
water rights for the District since the existing well will not be expanded or upsized and 
the new well is proposed for redundancy purposes.  

The IDEQ was consulted, and they require the protection of ground water and 
control of erosion and sedimentation by the use of acceptable best management 
practices (BMPs).  

The Idaho Department of Water Resources provided consultation for the project. 
They will require the District to obtain a well drilling permit prior to construction and 
IDEQ approval of plans and specifications for the well design.  

The EPA was consulted, and they indicated that the project would not have a 
significant adverse impact on the Aquifer.   

Thus, short-term, long-term, direct and indirect positive impacts to water quality 
and sole source aquifer (ground water) are potential since the project will improve 
overall system reliability.  Potential short-term impacts are anticipated but will be 
mitigated through the use of BMPs, as required by IDEQ. The District will also need to 
obtain a well drilling permit and seek IDEQ approval of the plans and specifications for 
the well design. Cumulative adverse impacts are not anticipated.  
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 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS SUMMARY 5.
 

Section Environmental Impact 

4.2 Physical Aspects 

 

Short-term direct impacts due to ground disturbance (waterline 
construction, generator pads, and installation of the second well) are 
anticipated, but no long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts are 
anticipated.  

4.3 Climate No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated.  

4.4 Population and Flow 
Projections 

POSITIVE direct and indirect impacts to the population in the long-term 
since the improvements will support the anticipated growth for the District. 
Short-term and cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  No mitigation 
required for the positive impacts. 

4.5 Economic and Social 
Profile 

POSITIVE direct and indirect impacts to economic and social profile 
(allowing for future growth and economic expansion).  Long-term direct and 
indirect impacts anticipated due to increased rates. Short-term and 
cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 

4.6 Land Use The District will work with the County to complete any necessary 
modifications to the existing conditional use permit, but it is not anticipated 
that the land use will be negatively impacted by the proposed work.  No 
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated.    

4.7 Floodplains and 
Wetlands 

Short-term direct impacts are anticipated for floodplains or wetlands due to 
potential for sediment to leave the construction site and enter wetlands and 
floodplains near to the proposed project sites (which will be mitigated 
through BMPs, refer to Section 4.16). In addition, submittal of and 
compliance with a floodplain development permit from Kootenai County 
will be required for the construction activities.   

 

POSITIVE indirect, long-term positive impacts are expected since existing 
water sources will be protected by improving the overall system reliability.  
No mitigation required for the positive impacts.  
 

Cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 
4.8 Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 

4.9 Cultural Resources  No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated.  But, if artifacts are discovered during the course of 
construction, the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO will be contacted 
and all work will stop. Mitigation may be further evaluated.  

4.10 Plants and Wildlife No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 

4.11 Recreation and Open 
Space 

No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 

4.12 Agricultural Lands No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 
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4.13 Air Quality Short-term impacts are anticipated in association with construction 
emissions; however, the impact to air quality is not anticipated to exceed 
state or federal limits. Long-term, indirect or cumulative impacts are not 
anticipated, but documentation of exemption compliance (total hours of 
operation per year) must be available for IDEQ at any time.  

4.14 Energy 
Production/Consumption 

No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 

4.15 Regionalization No impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are 
anticipated. 

4.16 Water Quality Surface Water: potential short-term impacts to water quality (surface water) 
are anticipated due to ground disturbance near surface water bodies, but 
the surface water bodies will be protected utilizing BMPs during 
construction, as required by IDEQ.  

 

POSITIVE indirect, long-term impacts are expected since existing water 
sources will be protected by improving the overall system reliability.  No 
mitigation required for the positive impacts. 
 

Cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  
 

Ground Water: potential short-term impacts are anticipated but will be 
mitigated through the use of BMPs, as required by IDEQ. The District will 
also need to obtain a well drilling permit and seek IDEQ approval of the 
plans and specifications for the well design.  

 

POSITIVE short-term, long-term, direct and indirect impacts to water 
quality and sole source aquifer (ground water) are potential since the 
project will improve overall system reliability.  No mitigation required for the 
positive impacts. 
 

Cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  
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 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION 6.
 

Section Regulatory 
Agency 

Mitigation 

4.2 Physical Aspects 

AND 

4.16 Water Quality 

Idaho Department 
of Environmental 
Quality 

Stormwater controls (BMPs) will need to be developed that 
adequately protect surface waters and ground water from 
being impacted during and after construction. This is also to 
mitigate ground disturbance.   

4.5 Economic and 
Social Profile 

Alpine Meadows 
Water District 

The District anticipates utilizing ICDBG grant funds to 
subsidize the rate increase for their users in order to reduce 
this impact.   

4.6 Land Use Kootenai County The existing conditional use permit for the storage tank site 
may need to be modified for the proposed work.  The 
District will need to work with Kootenai County to determine 
the necessary modifications.   

4.7 Floodplains and 
Wetlands 

Kootenai County A floodplain development permit will be required for 
construction activities in the mapped flood hazard area.  

4.9 Cultural 
Resources  

Idaho SHPO and 
Coeur d’Alene 
THPO 

If artifacts are discovered during the course of construction, 
the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO will be contacted 
and all work will stop. Mitigation may be further evaluated.  

4.13 Air Quality Idaho Department 
of Environmental 
Quality 

The contractor must mitigate fugitive dust as a result of 
construction of this project using reasonable controls in 
accordance with IDEQ regulations and should be advised 
during the preconstruction conference of the requirements 
to keep dust to a minimum. The project plans should also 
describe the proper disposal of any demolition, 
construction, or cleared vegetation debris. Open burning of 
debris is not allowed.  Demolition and construction debris 
must be treated in accordance with solid waste regulations. 
 

The District’s standby power is exempted from permitting 
requirements per IDAPA 58.01.01.222.02.d. Documentation 
of hours of operation per year must be kept and made 
available to Idaho IDEQ at any time for determination of 
continued compliance.  The standby power must also meet 
the applicable federal requirements: 40 CFR part 60, 
subpart IIII (for compression ignition) or 40 CFR part 60, 
subpart JJJJ (for spark ignition). 

4.16 Water Quality Idaho Department 
of Water 
Resources 

The District will need to obtain a well drilling permit for the 
additional well. They will also need to seek IDEQ approval of 
the specification and plans for the well design. These items 
must be completed prior to construction of the additional 
well.  
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 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 7.
The DRAFT Facility Plan and Options A, A1 and B were presented to the public 

on June 19th, 2012. The presentation included a discussion of the proposed 
improvements, costs, funding options and impacts to rates. A May newsletter was sent 
to the District’s constituents in order to notify them of the public meeting and a follow-
up newsletter was sent after the meeting addressing questions that came up at the 
meeting.  In addition, a notice of the public meeting and public comment period was 
published in the Coeur d’Alene Press prior to the meeting.  A copy of these 
newsletters, publications, presentations, and meeting sign-in sheets is included in 
Appendix N.  

A public comment period was held from June 20th to July 20th, during which time 
a total of 13 comments were received. A summary of these comments is provided in 
Table 6-1. 

 

Table 7-1: Summary of Public Comments 

Total Number received 13 

Number indicating approval for  Option A  3 

Number indicating approval for Option A1 5 

Number indicating approval for Option B 5 

Number indicating approval for Do Nothing  

No Comment 1 

 
The comments received have been compiled and are included in Appendix N. 

On September 11, 2012 at a regularly scheduled District meeting, the Board 
identified and selected the alternative for the project, based on public comments and 
board member input (they announced this meeting in a bill insert sent out prior to the 
meeting). The Board selected Option A1 for the near-term improvements. Ultimately, 
the other distribution improvements could be included at a future date. These 
improvements are covered under this document. The September 11th meeting is 
described and documented in meeting minutes, which are included in Appendix N; the 
bill insert is also included in Appendix N.  

On October 16, 2012 the District held a second public meeting, which was 
announced in the September newsletter to the District’s constituents. The meeting was 
held to present the proposed improvements and associated rate impacts, discuss the 
revenue bond election, discuss the block grant funding, and request feedback on how 
the block grant funding should be spent (either additional improvements or reducing 
the rate increase of the project). The September newsletter, October 16th meeting 
presentation and meeting sign-in sheet are included in Appendix N.  
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 AGENCY CONSULTATION 9.
The following table provides a list of agencies that were contacted August 23, 

2012 via mail to request their comments, concerns, or any potential impacts of the 
proposed project. Clarifications were issued on August 30, 2012 and September 13, 
2012 and all agencies were contacted either through email or phone. The request 
letters, clarification, and their responses are located in Appendix O.  

 
Agency Contact Address 

US Army Corps of Engineers, 
Coeur d’Alene Regulatory 
Office 

Beth Reinhart/Mike Burgan 2065 W. Riverstone Drive, Ste. 201 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

US Fish and Wildlife Service State Supervisor/ 
Bryon Holt 

11103 East Montgomery Drive 
Spokane, WA 99206 

Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality, Coeur 
d’Alene Regional Office 

Katy Baker-Casile/ 
John Tindall 

2110 Ironwood Parkway 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

US EPA, Coeur d’Alene Field 
Office 

Don Martin 1910 NW Blvd., Suite 208 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

US EPA, Idaho Operations 
Office 

James Werntz/ 
Cyndi Grafe 

1435 North Orchard 
Boise, ID 83706 

EPA Region 10 Mike Lidgard, Manager 1200 6th Avenue, OWW 130 
Seattle, WA 98101 

EPA Region 10, Office of 
Environmental Assessment 
(OEA-095) 

Sue Eastman, Hydrogeologist 1200 6th Avenue, OWW 136 
Seattle, WA 98101 

USDA-NRCS Mark Addy, District 
Conservationist/Aubrey 
Woodcock 

7830 Meadowlark Way, Suite C1 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of Water 
Resources 

Mary McGown, State NFIP 
Coordinator 

322 East Front Street, PO Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720 

Idaho Department of Water 
Resources 

Allen Beardslee 7600 Mineral Drive, Ste. 100 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game, SE Region 

Regional Nongame Biologist/ 
Charles Cosi 

2750 Kathleen Avenue 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of 
Agriculture 

Gary Bahr PO Box 790 
Boise, ID 83701 

Department of Lands, 
Northern Operations 

Roger Jansson, Operations 
Chief – North 

3780 Industrial Avenue South 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

USDA-RD Howard Lunderstadt, Rural 
Development Specialist 

7830 Meadowlark Way, Suite C3 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of 
Commerce 

Dennis Porter, State Program 
Manager/Tony Tenne 

700 West State Street, PO Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720 

Idaho State Historical Society Suzi Pengilly, Deputy SHPO 210 Main Street 
Boise, ID 83702 

Coeur d’Alene Tribe of Idaho Jill Wagner, PhD, THPO, 
Cultural Resource Program 
(contacted through IDEQ – 
Ester Ceja) 

PO Box 408 
Plummer, ID 83851 
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 MAILING LIST 10.
The mailing list for this project includes both the agencies consulted (see 

Section 8), and the residents who were contacted with the newsletter (see Appendix N 
for list of newsletter recipients). Meeting attendees have been summarized and listed in 
Appendix N as well.  

 
 
 

 











































































































































































































































































































































































































































   
APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
This form should be completed by following the instructions provided in Section IV of the JD Form Instructional Guidebook. 
 
SECTION I:  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
A.   REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (JD): February 28, 2013    
 
B.   DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER:  Walla Walla District; NWW-2012-00484, Alpine Meadows Water & 
Sewer District   
 
C.   PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION:        

State: Idaho   County/parish/borough: Kootenai  City: Hayden 
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):  47.8143° Lat. -116.7659° Long. 
           Universal Transverse Mercator: Zone       Northing       N, Easting       E.  
Name of nearest waterbody: Alpine Lake 
Name of nearest Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) into which the aquatic resource flows: none 
Name of watershed or Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 17010305 

 Check if map/diagram of review area and/or potential jurisdictional areas is/are available upon request.  
 Check if other sites (e.g., offsite mitigation sites, disposal sites, etc…) are associated with this action and are recorded on a 

different JD form.     
 
D.   REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): 

 Office (Desk) Determination.  Date: November 27, 2012    
 Field Determination.  Date(s): January 29, and February 6, 2013 

 
SECTION II:  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
A.  RHA SECTION 10 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION. 
 
There Are no  “navigable waters of the U.S.” within Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 329) in the 
review area. [Required]    

 Waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide. 
 Waters are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign commerce.  

Explain:      . 
 
B.  CWA SECTION 404 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.  
 
There Are no “waters of the U.S.” within Clean Water Act (CWA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 328) in the review area. [Required] 
 
 1. Waters of the U.S. 
  a.   Indicate presence of waters of U.S. in review area (check all that apply): 1 
    TNWs, including territorial seas   
    Wetlands adjacent to TNWs  

    Relatively permanent waters2 (RPWs) that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs  
    Non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs    
    Wetlands directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 
    Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs 

    Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs    
    Impoundments of jurisdictional waters 

    Isolated (interstate or intrastate) waters, including isolated wetlands 
   

 b. Identify (estimate) size of waters of the U.S. in the review area: 
  Non-wetland waters:  linear feet:   width (ft) and/or       acres.  
  Wetlands:   acres.         
  
  c. Limits (boundaries) of jurisdiction based on: 1987 Delineation Manual 
   Elevation of established OHWM (if known):     .  
 
 2.  Non-regulated waters/wetlands (check if applicable):3 
   Potentially jurisdictional waters and/or wetlands were assessed within the review area and determined to be not jurisdictional.  

Explain: Alpine Lake, its unnamed intermittent tributary (Stream 1, Figure 3), the unnamed channel flowing out of 
Alpine Lake (Stream 2, Figures 3 and  4), and their adjacent wetlands are isolated.  There are no boat ramps or docks 
on Alpine Lake (Figure 2).  Nor is there public access to Alpine Lake.  There is no indication that changes to the water 
bodies could have an affect on interstate commerce.  

                                                 
1 Boxes checked below shall be supported by completing the appropriate sections in Section III below. 
2 For purposes of this form, an RPW is defined as a tributary that is not a TNW and that typically flows year-round or has continuous flow at least “seasonally” 
(e.g., typically 3 months). 
3 Supporting documentation is presented in Section III.F. 
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                        Alpine Lake is not located in a closed basin.  However, Stream 2 flows out of Alpine Lake and down the basalt 
"rimrock" that forms the eastern edge of the Rathdrum Prairie, and then terminates - looses its definable OHWM. 
The Rathdrum Prairie consists of glacial flood deposits from catastrophic floods that occurred periodically between 
10,000 to 15,000 years ago, when ice dams that formed Lake Missoula (historically located in Montana near the 
Idaho/Montana border) collapsed sending tremendous amounts of glacial melt water, sands, gravels, cobbles, and 
boulders down what is now the Clark Fork River into what would become Lake Pend Oreille, and ultimately through 
the Rathdrum Priarie (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) website 
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/regional-offices-issues/coeur-d'alene/rathdrum-prairie-aquifer/geologic-history.aspx, and 
Montana Natural History Center website http://www.glaciallakemissoula.org/virtualtour/index.html).  Once Stream 2 
enters the Rathdrum Prairie, Stream 2 and most, if not all streams that flow into the Rathdrum Prairie between Coeur 
d'Alene, ID, Hauser, ID, and Athol, ID, become loosing streams (dis-tributary),  terminating in the Rathdrum Prairie 
and do not flow into other waters of the US.   

  
                        According to the Alpine Meadows Water Sewer District (AMW&SD), Alpine Lake was created in the late 1950's by the 

former landowner, a Mr. Wilcott and the Soil Conservation Service (now the Natural Resource Conservation Service) 
as a livestock watering pond.  The lake was created by constructing a three-foot tall dam across the unnamed 
intermittent stream channel that flows into the lake from the northeast (Stream 1, Figure 3).  At the time, the lake was 
referred to by locals as "Wilcott's Pond."  The property was purchased in the early 1970's by Mr. Tom Richards, who 
owned Idaho Forest Industries (IFI).  IFI logged the property, and then subdivided the property into 5, 10 and 20 acre 
lots, and created the Alpine Meadows subdivision.  IFI turned the water rights over to the AMW&SD in 1984, who still 
maintains control over the lake (see attached email from Ms. Kim Erk, Board Member AMW&SD, dated 16-Feb-
2013).  The AMW&SD states Mrs. Richards renamed the pond to Alpine Lake when the subdivision was developed.   

 
                        AMW&SD indicates the lake has an average depth of approximately three feet deep, with much of it being 18-inches 

deep or less.  Areas closer to the dam are deeper, and presumably served as the borrow source for the material used to 
construct the dam, but most of the lake is three feet deep or shallower.  As such, the AMW&SD contends Alpine Lake 
does not support recreational boating or fishing due to shallowness and resulting susceptibility to winter fish die offs.    
The Walla Walla District (NWW) did not attempt to verify the shallowness of Alpine Lake because it is iced over at 
this time, but believes AMW&SD's statement the lake is very shallow is supported by the fact that submerged 
vegetation appears to be visible throughout the majority of Alpine Lake in the Google Earth image of the area (Figure 
2).  The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDF&G) also stated the lake is very shallow but could not provide an 
estimate of the depth when asked on 19-Feb-2013.  The NWW also believes the lack of private boat docks and ramps 
on Alpine Lake supports the AMW&SD's contention the lake does not support recreational use.  Given the popularity 
of recreational boating in northern Idaho, it is likely the landowners around the lake would have constructed docks on 
the lake if it could support recreational boating.   

 
                        The NWW and IDF&G acknowledged fish are present in Alpine Lake, but IDF&G has no record of stocking the lake, 

and added they would not stock the lake because it is too shallow and has no public access.  In addition, IDF&G stated 
they have not completed depth soundings on the lake because it is a private lake, but it is very likely the lake freezes 
solid or nearly solid in winter.  Some fish might be able to over winter in the deeper areas, but during severe winters, 
they too would likely die.  As such, while Alpine Lake does support fish, it does not support populations of fish large 
enough to keep due to winter fish mortality.  It is unknown how fish came to be in Alpine Like, but on 28-Feb-2013 
IDF&G stated it is likely someone released fish into the lake in an attempt to create recerational fishing.  However, that 
effort has generally been unsuccessful due to the shallowness of the lake.  IDF&G also stated they do not consider 
Alpine Lake to be navigable or to support recreational boating or fishing 

 
                        Under Idaho state laws, all lakes, rivers, and streams the State considers to be navigable are owned by the State, and 

managed by the Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) in trust for the residents of Idaho.   However, the map on Kootenai 
County Assessor's website (http://kcearth.kcgov.us/map/default.html) indicates Alpine Lake is owned by the 
AMW&SD (Figure 6).   In contrast, the same map does not provide ownership information for the lakes in Kootenai 
County that the State of Idaho considers to be navigable and are managed in trust by IDL such as: Hauser Lake, Twin 
Lakes, Spirit Lake, Hayden Lake, (all isolated waters that have boat ramps and do support interstate commerce, and 
are waters of the US), Lake Coeur d'Alene, and Lake Pend Oreille (Figure 1).  AMW&SD can own Alpine Lake 
because the State of Idaho does not consider the lake to be navigable.   

 
                        The map on the Kootenai County Assessor's website also indicates that with the exception of one 0.6 acre landlocked 

parcel of wetlands adjacent to Alpine Lake that is owned by the IDF&G, all properties surrounding Alpine Lake are 
privately owned (Figure 6).  As such, there is no public access to Alpine Lake.  Idaho law does not require providing 
access across private property to allow access to landlocked parcels.  So while the IDF&G owns a 0.6 acre parcel on 
Alpine Lake, the parcel cannot be developed and made open to the public without first either purchasing one of the 
adjacent lots or obtaining an easement from one of the adjacent landowners.  However, as stated in AMW&SD's 16-
Feb-2013 email, while surrounding landowners, and members of the District have access to the lake for private 
recreational purposes and livestock watering, due to protective covenants, they cannot use the lake for commercial 
purposes.  As stated above, IDF&G has indicated that even if the protective covenants were not in place, they would 
not consider openning Alpine Lake up for recreational use due to the shallowness of the lake that makes Alpine Lake 
susceptible to winter fish die offs.  
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                        The AMW&SD also stated in their 16-Feb-2013 email that development of Alpine Lake for commercial or recreational 

use is not in their current or future plans for the lake.     
 
                        The USGS's StreamStats interactive map at 

(http://streamstatsags.cr.usgs.gov/id_ss/default.aspx?stabbr=id&dt=1360970614092) indicates the watershed above 
Alpine Lake is 1.47 square miles (941 acres), of which: 41% (386 acres) is forested, 37% (348 acres) in agricultural, 
and 9% urban (85 acres), the rest are miscellaneous uses. 

 
                        The Walla Walla District (NWW) has completed two approved jurisdictional determinations (AJD's) (File No.'s 2005-

1500027 and 2006-1500051), opened one action, but made no official determination (File No. 2006-1200013), and issued 
one nationwide permit verification (File No. 2006-1500051) for waters within the Alpine Lake watershed and Stream 2 
(the unnamed intermittent stream channel that originates from Alpine Lake).   

 
                        File No. NWW-2005-1500027: On 28-Feb-2005, NWW issued an approved jurisdictional determination - no permit 

required (AJD-NPR) for approximately 16 acres of wetland adjacent to Stream 2 (Figure 8).  In that AJD-NPR, NWW 
determined Stream 2 was not a water of the US because it was not tributary to other waters of the US and had no 
nexus to interstate commerce.  The AJD was not forwarded to EPA for review prior to issuance because the JD was 
made prior to the US Supreme Court's Rapanos decision and Guidance.  At the request of the landowner, on 18-
March-2010, NWW reverified Stream 2 and the 16 acres of wetland adjacent to it were not waters of the United States.    
As per the Guidance issued following the Rapanos decision, a copy of 18-March-2010 AJD-NPR was provided to the 
EPA.  No response from EPA is included in the file.  

 
                        File No. NWW-2006-1200013: Based on an email request, the NWW opened an action on a second wetland adjacent to 

Stream 2 (Figure 8), however, no formal request for a jurisdictional determination or permit application were 
received, and no jurisdictional determination was issued.  This action is important because the electronic file on the 
NWW shared drive includes an email from EPA questioning the 28-Feb-2005 AJD-NPR for 2005-1500027.  The EPA 
was concerned about the potential for aquatic life to move upstream from Stream 2 into Alpine Lake (identified as 75 
acres in the email, however the NWI map indicates Alpine Lake is 39.21 acres of open water with 69.17 acres of PEM 
and 7.67 acres PFO adjacent wetlands).  The file also includes an email from a Project Manager (PM) in the Coeur 
d'Alene Regulatory Office (NWW-RD) to NWW Regulatory Branch Chief referencing the EPA's email.  In his email, 
the PM indicated he did not believe jurisdiction over Stream 2 was supported based on aquatic biota because of a lack 
of connection to interstate commerce.  The NWW Regulatory Branch Chief responded that unless there were "species 
that move upstream like kokanee in this specific drainage" he would concur with the NPR determination.  The PM 
coordinated with IDF&G, and on 18-March-2006 received an email from IDF&G indicating the lake was shallow, only 
supported warm-water fish, and did not support trout.  That information was forwarded on to EPA.  No response from 
EPA is included in the file.  However, as IDF&G's 18-March-2006 response did not specifically state kokanee were not 
present in Stream 2, on 19-Feb-2013, NWW-RD staff contacted IDF&G and verified kokanee and other migratory 
aquatic life are not present in Stream 2.  On 19-Feb-2013, IDF&G also stated they have trapped and banded waterfowl 
on Alpine Lake, but they have no record of stocking the lake.  IDF&G indicated it would not be subject to stocking in 
the future because it is surrounded by private property, and is too shallow.       

 
                        File No. NWW-2006-1500051:  On 14-June-2006, NWW issued an AJD for the unnamed intermittent tributary to 

Alpine Lake (Stream 1, Figure 3) and wetlands adjacent to the unnamed tributary (Figures 9 and 10).  In that 
determination, the NWW determined the unnamed tributary (Stream 1) and adjacent wetlands were waters of the US 
because they were tributary to Alpine Lake, and part of an isolated intrastate aquatic system that is subject to 
interstate commerce, because Alpine Lake could be navigated by small watercraft and is susceptible for use in 
interstate commerce for recreational purposes.  Unfortunately, the electronic file does not include any references to the 
supporting documentation used in making the determination that Alpine Lake was subject to interstate commerce.    
The applicant did not appeal the NWW's 14-Jun-2006 AJD, and submitted an after-the-fact permit application for fill 
discharged into Stream 1 and adjacent wetlands.  On 28-September-2006, the NWW verified the discharge of 79 cubic 
yards of rock and gravel into Stream 1 and  0.055 acre of adjacent wetland was authorized under nationwide permit 39 
(File No. NWW-2006-1500051 - the only other permit action in the Alpine Lake system).  No mitigation was required. 

 
                        NWW has reviewed the 14-June-2006 AJD has determined based upon the information below that it was in error in 

accordance with the SWANCC Guidance dated 15-January-2003.  That determinagtion is supported by the 
SWANCC/RAPANOS Guidance dated 5-June-2007: 

 
                        1.  There is NO public access to Alpine Lake. 
                        2.  There are NO public OR private boat ramps or docks on Alpine Lake. 
                        3.  Protective covenants prevent the current owners of Alpine Lake and its adjacent private landowners from using  
                             Alpine Lake for commercial purposes. 
                        4.  The current owners of Alpine Lake (the AMW&SD) have NO short or long term plans to develop Alpine Lake for  
                             commercial or recreational purposes.    
                        5.  Development of Alpine Lake for commercial use would require removal or modification existing covenants.   
                        6.  Alpine Lake has an average depth of 3 feet, with much of it 18-inches deep or less. 
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                        7.  The state of Idaho does not consider Alpine Lake to be navigable. 
                        8.  The IDF&G will not stock Alpine Lake because there is no public access and it is too shallow.  
                        9.  With all the high quality lakes that provide high quality fishing and recreational boating opportunities available to  
                             the public in northern Idaho within 15 miles of Alpine Lake, such as the six lakes listed above and shown in Figure 1 
                             (and multiple others), it is not reasonable, practicable, or realistic to assume Alpine Lake would be used for 
                             commercial use.  Access would have to be achieved by parking on a busy street, intentionally trespassing through an  
                             open field visible from the road and surrounding properties, while portaging a boat nearly 700 feet (at the  
                             closest access point that is not through someone elses yard) - mostly through wetlands - into a shallow unstocked 
                             lake in order for Alpine Lake to be used for public recreational boating.  The six lakes listed above all have public 
                             boat ramps, docks, and sewage and picnic facilities, none of which are offered at Alpine Lake.  All six are also closer 
                             to bait/tackle shops and grocery or convenience stores then Alpine Lake, making their use easier and more  
                             convenient.  In addition, all six lakes are stocked by IDF&G, whereas Alpine Lake is not.   
 
                             It is not reasonable, practicable, or realistic to assume AMW&SD, the private landowners around Alpine Lake, or 
                             their assignee's will ignore or modify the protective covenants preventing the commercial use of Alpine Lake.  Nor 
                             is it reasonable, practicable, or realistic to assume someone will go through the expense of converting  the lake to an 
                             average of eight feet deep - generally accepted as the minimum depth required to protect against large scale winter 
                             fish die-offs.  It would be cost prohibitive to make the lake a substainable to recreational boating/fishing and/or 
                             commericial operations.     
 
                        After taking into consideration the two previous jurisdictional determinations made on Alpine Lake, and Streams 1 

and 2, and the above relevant facts, the NWW has determined Alpine Lake has not historically been used for interstate 
commerce, is not currently subject to commercial use, and will not be susceptible for commercial use in the future.   
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SECTION III:  CWA ANALYSIS 
 
A. TNWs AND WETLANDS ADJACENT TO TNWs 
 
 The agencies will assert jurisdiction over TNWs and wetlands adjacent to TNWs.  If the aquatic resource is a TNW, complete 

Section III.A.1 and Section III.D.1. only; if the aquatic resource is a wetland adjacent to a TNW, complete Sections III.A.1 and 2 
and Section III.D.1.; otherwise, see Section III.B below.  

 
 1. TNW     
  Identify TNW:      .    

 
 Summarize rationale supporting determination:      . 
 

 2. Wetland adjacent to TNW   
  Summarize rationale supporting conclusion that wetland is “adjacent”:  . 

   
 
B. CHARACTERISTICS OF TRIBUTARY (THAT IS NOT A TNW) AND ITS ADJACENT WETLANDS (IF ANY): 
 
 This section summarizes information regarding characteristics of the tributary and its adjacent wetlands, if any, and it helps 

determine whether or not the standards for jurisdiction established under Rapanos have been met.  

  

 The agencies will assert jurisdiction over non-navigable tributaries of TNWs where the tributaries are “relatively permanent 

waters” (RPWs), i.e. tributaries that typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically 3 

months). A wetland that directly abuts an RPW is also jurisdictional. If the aquatic resource is not a TNW, but has year-round 

(perennial) flow, skip to Section III.D.2. If the aquatic resource is a wetland directly abutting a tributary with perennial flow, 

skip to Section III.D.4.  

 

 A wetland that is adjacent to but that does not directly abut an RPW requires a significant nexus evaluation. Corps districts and 
EPA regions will include in the record any available information that documents the existence of a significant nexus between a 
relatively permanent tributary that is not perennial (and its adjacent wetlands if any) and a traditional navigable water, even 
though a significant nexus finding is not required as a matter of law. 

 

If the waterbody4 is not an RPW, or a wetland directly abutting an RPW, a JD will require additional data to determine if the 

waterbody has a significant nexus with a TNW. If the tributary has adjacent wetlands, the significant nexus evaluation must 

consider the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands. This significant nexus evaluation that combines, for 

analytical purposes, the tributary and all of its adjacent wetlands is used whether the review area identified in the JD request is 

the tributary, or its adjacent wetlands, or both. If the JD covers a tributary with adjacent wetlands, complete Section III.B.1 for 

the tributary, Section III.B.2 for any onsite wetlands, and Section III.B.3 for all wetlands adjacent to that tributary, both onsite 

and offsite. The determination whether a significant nexus exists is determined in Section III.C below.  
 

 1. Characteristics of non-TNWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNW 
 

 (i) General Area Conditions: 
  Watershed size:      square miles 
  Drainage area:        acres 
  Average annual rainfall:       inches 
  Average annual snowfall:       inches 
  
 (ii)  Physical Characteristics: 
 (a) Relationship with TNW: 
   Tributary flows directly into TNW.   
   Tributary flows through Pick List tributaries before entering TNW.   
 
  Project waters are  Pick List river miles from TNW.     
  Project waters are  Pick List river miles from RPW.     
  Project waters are  Pick List aerial (straight) miles from TNW.     
  Project waters are  Pick List aerial (straight) miles from RPW.     
  Project waters cross or serve as state boundaries. Explain:      .  
 
 Identify flow route to TNW5:      . 
  Tributary stream order, if known:      . 

                                                 
4 Note that the Instructional Guidebook contains additional information regarding swales, ditches, washes, and erosional features generally and in the arid 
West.  
5 Flow route can be described by identifying, e.g., tributary a, which flows through the review area, to flow into tributary b, which then flows into TNW. 
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 (b) General Tributary Characteristics (check all that apply): 
  Tributary is:    Natural  
     Artificial (man-made).  Explain:      . 
     Manipulated  (man-altered).  Explain:      . 

 
  Tributary properties with respect to top of bank (estimate): 

  Average width:       feet 
  Average depth:       feet 
  Average side slopes: Pick List.   
 
  Primary tributary substrate composition (check all that apply): 

   Silts   Sands     Concrete   
   Cobbles     Gravel    Muck   
   Bedrock    Vegetation.  Type/% cover:       
   Other. Explain:      . 
  
  Tributary condition/stability [e.g., highly eroding, sloughing banks].  Explain:      . 
  Presence of run/riffle/pool complexes.  Explain:      . 
  Tributary geometry: Pick List  
  Tributary gradient (approximate average slope):       % 
  
 (c) Flow:  
  Tributary provides for: Pick List 
  Estimate average number of flow events in review area/year: Pick List  
 Describe flow regime:      . 
  Other information on duration and volume:      .  
 
  Surface flow is: Pick List.  Characteristics:      . 
  
  Subsurface flow: Pick List.  Explain findings:      .  
   Dye (or other) test performed:      . 
  
  Tributary has (check all that apply): 
  Bed and banks   
   OHWM6 (check all indicators that apply):  

      clear, natural line impressed on the bank  the presence of litter and debris   
     changes in the character of soil   destruction of terrestrial vegetation  
     shelving   the presence of wrack line 
     vegetation matted down, bent, or absent  sediment sorting   
     leaf litter disturbed or washed away  scour  
     sediment deposition    multiple observed or predicted flow events  
     water staining   abrupt change in plant community        
     other (list):       

  Discontinuous OHWM.7  Explain:     .  
 

   If factors other than the OHWM were used to determine lateral extent of CWA jurisdiction (check all that apply): 
     High Tide Line indicated by:      Mean High Water Mark indicated by: 

    oil or scum line along shore objects  survey to available datum; 
    fine shell or debris deposits (foreshore)   physical markings; 
    physical markings/characteristics  vegetation lines/changes in vegetation types.  
    tidal gauges 
    other (list): 

  
  (iii)  Chemical Characteristics: 

Characterize tributary (e.g., water color is clear, discolored, oily film; water quality; general watershed characteristics, etc.).  
Explain:      . 

         Identify specific pollutants, if known:      .  
 

                                                 
6A natural or man-made discontinuity in the OHWM does not necessarily sever jurisdiction (e.g., where the stream temporarily flows underground, or where 
the OHWM has been removed by development or agricultural practices).  Where there is a break in the OHWM that is unrelated to the waterbody’s flow 
regime (e.g., flow over a rock outcrop or through a culvert), the agencies will look for indicators of flow above and below the break. 
7Ibid.  
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 (iv)  Biological Characteristics.  Channel supports (check all that apply): 
    Riparian corridor.  Characteristics (type, average width):      . 
    Wetland fringe.  Characteristics:      . 
    Habitat for: 

   Federally Listed species.  Explain findings:      .  
   Fish/spawn areas. Explain findings:      . 
   Other environmentally-sensitive species.  Explain findings:      . 
   Aquatic/wildlife diversity.  Explain findings:      . 
 
 2. Characteristics of wetlands adjacent to non-TNW that flow directly or indirectly into TNW 

 
 (i)  Physical Characteristics:  
 (a) General Wetland Characteristics: 
  Properties: 
   Wetland size:     acres 
   Wetland type.  Explain:     . 
   Wetland quality.  Explain:     . 
  Project wetlands cross or serve as state boundaries. Explain:      .  
   

(b) General Flow Relationship with Non-TNW: 
  Flow is: Pick List. Explain:      . 
   
  Surface flow is: Pick List   
    Characteristics:      . 
    
    Subsurface flow: Pick List.  Explain findings:      . 
   Dye (or other) test performed:      . 
 
 (c) Wetland Adjacency Determination with Non-TNW: 

    Directly abutting  
   Not directly abutting 
    Discrete wetland hydrologic connection.  Explain:      . 
    Ecological connection.  Explain:      . 
    Separated by berm/barrier.  Explain:      . 
 
 (d) Proximity (Relationship) to TNW 

   Project wetlands are Pick List river miles from TNW. 
   Project waters are  Pick List aerial (straight) miles from TNW. 

  Flow is from: Pick List.   
  Estimate approximate location of wetland as within the Pick List floodplain. 
  
 (ii) Chemical Characteristics: 

Characterize wetland system (e.g., water color is clear, brown, oil film on surface; water quality; general watershed 
characteristics; etc.).  Explain:      . 

         Identify specific pollutants, if known:      .  
 
  (iii) Biological Characteristics.  Wetland supports (check all that apply): 
    Riparian buffer.  Characteristics (type, average width):     . 
    Vegetation type/percent cover.  Explain:     .  
    Habitat for:  

   Federally Listed species.  Explain findings:     . 
   Fish/spawn areas. Explain findings:     . 

   Other environmentally-sensitive species.  Explain findings:     . 
   Aquatic/wildlife diversity.  Explain findings:     . 
 

3. Characteristics of all wetlands adjacent to the tributary (if any)  
 All wetland(s) being considered in the cumulative analysis: Pick List    
 Approximately (       ) acres in total are being considered in the cumulative analysis. 
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 For each wetland, specify the following: 
 
  Directly abuts? (Y/N)  Size (in acres)  Directly abuts? (Y/N) Size (in acres) 
                                      

                                       
                              
                                       
 
  Summarize overall biological, chemical and physical functions being performed:      . 

 
 
 
C. SIGNIFICANT NEXUS DETERMINATION  
 

A significant nexus analysis will assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary itself and the functions performed 
by any wetlands adjacent to the tributary to determine if they significantly affect the chemical, physical, and biological integrity 
of a TNW.  For each of the following situations, a significant nexus exists if the tributary, in combination with all of its adjacent 
wetlands, has more than a speculative or insubstantial effect on the chemical, physical and/or biological integrity of a TNW.  
Considerations when evaluating significant nexus include, but are not limited to the volume, duration, and frequency of the flow 
of water in the tributary and its proximity to a TNW, and the functions performed by the tributary and all its adjacent 
wetlands.  It is not appropriate to determine significant nexus based solely on any specific threshold of distance (e.g. between a 
tributary and its adjacent wetland or between a tributary and the TNW). Similarly, the fact an adjacent wetland lies within or 
outside of a floodplain is not solely determinative of significant nexus.  
 
Draw connections between the features documented and the effects on the TNW, as identified in the Rapanos Guidance and 
discussed in the Instructional Guidebook. Factors to consider include, for example: 
 Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have the capacity to carry pollutants or flood waters to 

TNWs, or to reduce the amount of pollutants or flood waters reaching a TNW?   
 Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), provide habitat and lifecycle support functions for fish and 

other species, such as feeding, nesting, spawning, or rearing young for species that are present in the TNW?    
 Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have the capacity to transfer nutrients and organic carbon that 

support downstream foodwebs?  
 Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have other relationships to the physical, chemical, or 

biological integrity of the TNW?   
 
 Note: the above list of considerations is not inclusive and other functions observed or known to occur should be documented 

below: 
 
 1. Significant nexus findings for non-RPW that has no adjacent wetlands and flows directly or indirectly into TNWs.  Explain 

findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary itself, then go to Section III.D:     . 
  
2. Significant nexus findings for non-RPW and its adjacent wetlands, where the non-RPW flows directly or indirectly into 

TNWs.  Explain findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with all of its 
adjacent wetlands, then go to Section III.D:      . 

 
3. Significant nexus findings for wetlands adjacent to an RPW but that do not directly abut the RPW. Explain findings of 

presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands, then go to 
Section III.D:      . 

 
 
D. DETERMINATIONS OF JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS. THE SUBJECT WATERS/WETLANDS ARE (CHECK ALL 

THAT APPLY):  
 

1. TNWs and Adjacent Wetlands.  Check all that apply and provide size estimates in review area: 
   TNWs:      linear feet     width (ft), Or,      acres.    
   Wetlands adjacent to TNWs:      acres. 

 
2. RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.   

  Tributaries of TNWs where tributaries typically flow year-round are jurisdictional. Provide data and rationale indicating that 
tributary is perennial:      . 

  Tributaries of TNW where tributaries have continuous flow “seasonally” (e.g., typically three months each year) are 
jurisdictional.  Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section III.B.  Provide rationale indicating that tributary flows 
seasonally:      . 
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   Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area (check all that apply): 
     Tributary waters:       linear feet     width (ft).     
     Other non-wetland waters:      acres.  

     Identify type(s) of waters:      . 
    

 3.     Non-RPWs8 that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs. 
   Waterbody that is not a TNW or an RPW, but flows directly or indirectly into a TNW, and it has a significant nexus with a 

TNW is jurisdictional. Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section III.C.    
 
  Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters within the review area (check all that apply): 
     Tributary waters:        linear feet     width (ft).     
     Other non-wetland waters:      acres.   

       Identify type(s) of waters:      . 
 
 
 4.  Wetlands directly abutting an RPW that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.   
   Wetlands directly abut RPW and thus are jurisdictional as adjacent wetlands.  
     Wetlands directly abutting an RPW where tributaries typically flow year-round.  Provide data and rationale  
    indicating that tributary is perennial in Section III.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is  
    directly abutting an RPW:      . 
 
     Wetlands directly abutting an RPW where tributaries typically flow “seasonally.”  Provide data indicating that tributary is 

seasonal in Section III.B and rationale in Section III.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is directly 
abutting an RPW:      . 

 
  Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area:  acres.  
 
 

5. Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting an RPW that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.  
   Wetlands that do not directly abut an RPW, but when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are adjacent 

and with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW are jurisidictional. Data supporting this 
conclusion is provided at Section III.C.     

   
  Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area:      acres.  
 

 
6. Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.   

  Wetlands adjacent to such waters, and have when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are adjacent and 
with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW are jurisdictional. Data supporting this 
conclusion is provided at Section III.C. 

 
  Provide estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area:      acres.  
 
 7.  Impoundments of jurisdictional waters.9 
 As a general rule, the impoundment of a jurisdictional tributary remains jurisdictional.  

   Demonstrate that impoundment was created from “waters of the U.S.,” or 
   Demonstrate that water meets the criteria for one of the categories presented above (1-6), or 
   Demonstrate that water is isolated with a nexus to commerce (see E below).   
 

  
E. ISOLATED [INTERSTATE OR INTRA-STATE] WATERS, INCLUDING ISOLATED WETLANDS, THE USE, 

DEGRADATION OR DESTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE, INCLUDING ANY 

SUCH WATERS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):10 

   which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes. 
   from which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce. 
   which are or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce. 
   Interstate isolated waters.  Explain:     . 
   Other factors.  Explain:     . 
 
 Identify water body and summarize rationale supporting determination:      . 

                                                 
8See Footnote # 3.   
9 To complete the analysis refer to the key in Section III.D.6 of the Instructional Guidebook.   
10 Prior to asserting or declining CWA jurisdiction based solely on this category, Corps Districts will elevate the action to Corps and EPA HQ for 
review consistent with the process described in the Corps/EPA Memorandum Regarding CWA Act Jurisdiction Following Rapanos.  
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 Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area (check all that apply): 
   Tributary waters:      linear feet     width (ft).     
   Other non-wetland waters:    acres.   

    Identify type(s) of waters:     . 
   Wetlands:    acres.   

 
 

F. NON-JURISDICTIONAL WATERS, INCLUDING WETLANDS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): 

  If potential wetlands were assessed within the review area, these areas did not meet the criteria in the 1987 Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation Manual and/or appropriate Regional Supplements.   

    Review area included isolated waters with no substantial nexus to interstate (or foreign) commerce.  
 Prior to the Jan 2001 Supreme Court decision in “SWANCC,” the review area would have been regulated based solely on the 

“Migratory Bird Rule” (MBR).   
  Waters do not meet the “Significant Nexus” standard, where such a finding is required for jurisdiction.  Explain:     .  
  Other: (explain, if not covered above):      . 
 
 Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area, where the sole potential basis of jurisdiction is the MBR 

factors (i.e., presence of migratory birds, presence of endangered species, use of water for irrigated agriculture), using best professional 
judgment (check all that apply): 

    Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams): 13,300 linear feet     width (ft). 
 Lakes/ponds: 39.21 acres.        
 Other non-wetland waters:      acres. List type of aquatic resource:      . 
 Wetlands: 76.84 acres.         

 
Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area that do not meet the “Significant Nexus” standard, where such 
a finding is required for jurisdiction (check all that apply): 

 Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams):      linear feet,      width (ft). 
 Lakes/ponds:      acres. 
 Other non-wetland waters:      acres.  List type of aquatic resource:      . 
 Wetlands:      acres. 

 
 
SECTION IV:  DATA SOURCES. 
 
A.  SUPPORTING DATA.  Data reviewed for JD (check all that apply - checked items shall be included in case file and, where checked 

and requested, appropriately reference sources below): 
 Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant:Project location map dated 7-27-12. 
 Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.  

  Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.   
  Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.   

 Data sheets prepared by the Corps:     . 
 Corps navigable waters’ study:     . 
 U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:     . 

  USGS NHD data.   
  USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.   

 U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name:1:24K; ID-HAYDEN . 
 USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:     . 
 National wetlands inventory map(s).  Cite name:Hayden. 
 State/Local wetland inventory map(s):     . 
 FEMA/FIRM maps:     . 
 100-year Floodplain Elevation is:     (National Geodectic Vertical Datum of 1929) 
 Photographs:  Aerial (Name & Date):Google Earth of Alpine Lake, Image Date 8-20-2011.  

    or  Other (Name & Date):     .  
 Previous determination(s).  File no. and date of response letter: . 
 Applicable/supporting case law:     . 
 Applicable/supporting scientific literature:     . 
 Other information (please specify):Site visits conducted January 29, and February 6, 2013, by NWW Coeur d'Alene Regulatory 

staff members.. 
      
             

B.  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO SUPPORT JD: Alpine Lake is a small, approximately 40 acre, open water feature with no dock 
structures, boat ramps, public parks, or other signs of potential use for interstate commerce.  The map on Kootenai County Assessor's website 
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(http://kcearth.kcgov.us/map/default.html) indicates that with one small exception, all property surrounding Alpine Lake is privately owned.  
The one exception is a 0.6 acre landlocked parcel owned by IDF&G with no public access.   
 
The USGS 7.5 minute topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle indicates that Alpine Lake has one unnamed tributary flowing into it 
(approximately 3,600 linear stream feet)(Stream 1, Figure 3), and one unnamed intermittent channel leaving it (approximately 9,700 linear 
stream feet) (Stream 2, Figures 3 and 4).  The 7.5 minute topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle indicates Stream 2 ends approximately 
1.8 miles southwest of Alpine Lake in the southwest quarter of Section 1, Township 51 North, Range 4 West (Figures 3 and 4, and Photos 1 
through 9), north of Lancaster Road (called Rockaway Beach RD on 7.5 minute topographic map).  The topographic map also indicates 
Hayden Lake is the closest TNW into which Alpine Lake could be a tributary too - if there were an channel with an OHWM  between the two 
lakes.  On 25-January-2013, and again on February 6, 2013, NWW-RD staff members conducted on-site inspections of Lancaster Road and 
the area where the Stream 2 would cross under Lancaster Road if it made it that far.  On January 29, 2013, there was approximately one foot 
of snow on the ground in the area, but in all three areas where an OHWM might have formed, vegetation was visible sticking through the 
snow on the upstream side of Lancaster Road.  NWW-RD personnel conducted a second inspection on February 6, 2013.  Snow was still 
present, but NWW-RD verified no OHWM was visible on the north side of Lancaster Road (Photos 1 through 9).  The area south (down 
gradient) of Lancaster Road has been developed with a shop constructed approximately where any channel would have crossed under 
Lancaster Road if one were present.   There was no surface connection with a definable OHWM between the end of Stream 2 and Avondale 
Lake, Hayden Lake, or other waters of the United States.  Due to tresspass issues,  confirmation of where the exact point of where Stream 2 
loses its OHWM as indicated on the USGS topographic map and NWI map indicate was not verfied, however no defined channel or flow 
patterns indicate any connection to other jurisdictional waters.  Based on Google Earth Pro, Alpine Lake is 3.1 straight miles from Hayden 
Lake, the closest TNW into which it could flow.  Based upon USGS topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle, Stream 2 looses its 
OHWM approximately 2.1 straight miles before it could flow into Hayden Lake.  The USGS topographic map and NWI map for the Hayden 
quadrangle are in agreement that Stream 2 ends in the SW/4 of S-1, T-51N, R-4W, Kootenai County, ID.  The NWW-RD found no evidence 
to the contrary.   
 
The NWW-RD used the contour lines on the 7.5 minute topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle to determine the approximate path 
surface water would follow to get from the depicted end of Stream 2 to Hayden Lake.  The NWW-RD then followed that same pathway on 
the map on the Kootenai County Assessor's website and determined all land between the down gradient of the end of Stream 2 and Hayden 
Lake is privately owned.  Given the fact the area between the depicted end of Stream 2 and Hayden Lake is privately owned, and the distance 
separating Stream 2 and Hayden Lake (2.1 straight miles) it is unlikely that any connection could be considered.  Any subsurface connection 
would be speculative in nature due to the distance and the historic drainage patterns of the area. 
 
On 25-February-2013, the EPA Region 10 Drinking Water Group determined completing AMW&SD's proposed water line upgrades will not 
have a significant adverse impact to the Spokane Valley Rathdrum Prairie Sole Source Aquifer, and funding for the project may proceed.  
 
Alpine Lake, Stream 1, Stream 2, and their adjacent wetlands are isolated with no surface connection to a TNW.  Alpine Lake has not 
historically been used for interstate commerce, is not currently subject to commercial use, and will not be susceptible for commercial use in 
the future 
 
As per Regulatory Guidance Letter 07-01: Practices for Documenting Jurisdiction Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and 
Sections 9 & 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899, dated 07 June 2007 (RGL 07-01), a copy of this jurisdictioonal determination 
was forwarded to US Army Corps of Engineers headquarters (USACEHQ) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on March 6, 
2013.  On 14 March 2013, USACEHQ requested additional information be submitted to further support the determination Alpine Lake, 
Streams 1 and 2, and their adjacent and abutting wetlands are isolated.  On 20 March 2013, NWW-RD provided the requested information, 
which is being included in this jurisdictonal determination as Addendum 1.  After reviewing the additional information, USACEHQ 
concurred the subject waters are isolated.  EPA did not respond within the 21 day comment period provided in RGL 07-01.  Also included in 
Addendum 1, is a copy of the description of the soil type where Stream 2 is believed to lose its OHWM in Section 1, Township 51 North, 
Range 4 West that was copied from the Natural Resources Conservation Service's WebSoilSurvey.  The WebSoilSurvey indicates soils in the 
area are Kootenai gravelly silt loams which are very gravelly and well drained, allowing all water in Stream 2 that reaches the Rathdrum 
Prairie to perculate into the ground and recharge the Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer. 
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Figure 2.  Google Earth image of Alpine Lake.  Note lack of docks and boat ramps.  
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Figure 3.  NWI map of Alpine Lake, unnamed tributary to Alpine Lake (Stream 1), the northern portion of the unnamed stream channel that originates at Alpine Lake (Stream 2), and their adjacent wetlands. 
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Figure 4.  NWI and USGS topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle showing the southern portion of unnamed stream channel  that originates at Alpine Lake (Stream 2), an its temini. 
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Figure 5.  NWI and USGS topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle showing the locations of where Photos 1 through 9 were taken on 6-Feb-2013.  
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Figure 6. Portion of map on  Kootenai County Assessor website showing landlocked parcel of land owned by IDF&G
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Figure 7.  Google Earth image of Alpine Lake and area including part of Hayden Lake with NWI map overlay included.
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Figure 8.  NWI map over Google Earth image of property lines and wetlands determined to be isolated in File No.'s 2005-1500027 and 2006-1200013.  
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Figure 9.  Plat of property where wetlands and unnamed tributary to Alpine Lake were determined to be WUS in File No. 2006-1500051.  



Feb 21, 2013

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the  base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.

User Remarks:

g4rd9mab
Text Box
Figure 10.  NWI map over Google Earth image of wetlands determined to be WUS in File No. 2006-1500051.  
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Photo 1.  Four shot pan looking at potential area where the unnamed stream channel that drains out of Alpine Lake (Stream 2) could cross under 
Lancaster Road.  No OHWM was observed in this area.  Individual photos of swales most likely to contain OHWM will follow.  Note vegetation is 
visible sticking up through the snow in both swales included in the pan. Photos were taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-
Feb-2013. 
 
 

 
 
Photo 2.  Three shot pan of second potential area where unnamed stream channel draining Alpine Lake (Stream 2) could cross under Lancaster Road.  
No OHWM was observed in this area. Individual photos of areas most likely to contain OHWM will follow.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up 
through the snow in both swales included in the pan. Photos were taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-Feb-2013. 
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Photo 3.  Three shot pan of third potential area where unnamed stream channel draining Alpine Lake (Stream 2) could cross under Lancaster Road.  
No OHWM was observed in this area. Individual photos of areas most likely to contain OHWM will follow.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up 
through the snow in both swales included in the pan.  Also note the base of the “rimrock” ridgeline identified on the 7.5 minute topographic map for 
the Hayden quadrangle that forms the eastern boundary of area where unnamed stream channel could flow is included in the pan. Photos were taken 
looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-Feb-2013. 
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Photo 4.  Swale farthest to the west of the potential area where unnamed stream channel originating from Alpine Lake (Stream 2) could cross under 
Lancaster Road.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up through the snow in the swale and no OHWM is visible in the photograph.  This photograph is 
the first of a four shot pan (Photo 1 above) taken looking northwest from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-Feb-2013. 
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Photo 5.  Swale farthest to the west of the potential area where unnamed stream channel originating from Alpine Lake (Stream 2) could cross under 
Lancaster Road, and area between swales 1 and 2.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up through the snow in the swale and no OHWM is visible in 
the photograph.  This photograph is the second of a four shot pan (Photo 1 above) taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-
Feb-2013. 
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Photo 6.  Swale in the middle of the potential area where unnamed stream channel originating from Alpine Lake (Stream 2) could cross under 
Lancaster Road and area between swales 1 and 2.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up through the snow in the swale and no OHWM is visible in 
the photograph.  This photograph is the first of a three shot pan (Photo 2 above) taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-Feb-
2013. 
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Photo 7.  Swale in the middle of the potential area where unnamed stream channel originating from Alpine Lake (Stream 2) would cross under 
Lancaster Road, and area between swale 2 and 3.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up through the snow in the swale and no OHWM is visible in 
the photograph.  This photograph is the second of a three shot pan (Photo 2 above) taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-
Feb-2013. 
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Photo 8.  Area between swale 2 and 3 on the east side of the potential area where the unnamed stream channel originating from Alpine Lake (Stream 

2) could cross under Lancaster Road.  No OHWM is visible in the photograph.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up through the snow in the swale 
and no OHWM is visible in the photograph.  Also, note the tree on the left side of this photograph is the same tree visible on the right side of Photo 7.  
This photograph is the third of a three shot pan (Photo 2 above) taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-Feb-2013. 
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Photo 9.  Looking north up swale 3 on the east side of the potential area where the unnamed stream channel originating from Alpine Lake (Stream 2) 
could cross under Lancaster Road.  No OHWM is visible in the photograph.  Note vegetation is visible sticking up through the snow in the swale and 
no OHWM is visible in the photograph.  Also note the base of the “rimrock” ridgeline identified on the 7.5 minute topographic map for the Hayden 
quadrangle that forms the eastern boundary of area where unnamed stream channel could flow is included on the right side of this photograph.  This 
photograph is the second of a three shot pan (Photo 3 above) taken looking north from Lancaster Road by Mike Burgan on 6-Feb-2013. 
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ADDENDUM 1 



Mike Burgan’s responses to questions from US Army Corps of Engineers headquarters 
dated 14-March-2013. 
 
1.  You say that historically Alpine Lake has not been used for interstate commerce and therefore 

non-navigable.  The stream was blocked in the 1950s, do you have historical evidence of owners 

and use of the stream previous to the 1950s impoundment?  Is there a potential that it could have 

been navigable in fact?  Or made navigable with reasonable improvements? (US v. Appalachian 

Electric Power CO.)  
 
RESPONSE:  Prior to construction of the three-foot tall dam that created what is now called 
Alpine Lake, the area was historically used for pasture.  In fact, the lake was constructed solely 
to be a livestock watering feature.  The unnamed tributary to Alpine Lake (Stream 1) averaged 
approximately two-feet wide and approximately six-inches deep when inspected on 15-March-
2013.  That inspection occurred during the timeframe the applicant indicates is peak flow (during 
spring snow melt/spring runoff).  Alpine Lake averages three-feet deep and has no history of 
commercial use or navigation.  Given the shallowness of the lake, and restrictive covenants 
preventing commercial development, it will take extraordinary measures to make Alpine Lake 
navigable or subject to commercial use.  I have not yet been able to obtain permission to go onto 
private land to inspect the lower portion of the unnamed creek that originate at Alpine Lake 
(Stream 2),  but have seen part if it through trees from the edge of the road right-of-way from 
approximately 100 yards away.  I could only see very limited sections of Stream 2, but appeared 
to be out of its banks (could see vegetation sticking up through the water), and approximately 
three to four feet wide.  I could not make an estimation of the depth.  However, it should be 
noted that site is also below the confluence of another unnamed stream channel that is 
approximately the same size as Stream 1.  Because Stream 2 terminates in an upland area (goes 
entirely sub-surface and recharges the Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer), on private property, and has 
minimal flow, and reportedly no “white water” even during spring runoff.  It would take 
extraordinary measures to make Stream 1 and Stream 2 navigable.      
 
The Alpine Meadows Water and Sewer District had no knowledge of the unnamed tributary to 
Alpine Lake (Stream 1) being used for commercial navigation prior to construction of the dam.  
Historically, dams were constructed on some creeks in northern Idaho to impound water.  Timber 
was then fallen or pulled into the ponds created behind the dams.  Once the water was deep 
enough – usually following snowmelt – the dams were blown, and the resulting floodwaters 
carried the harvested timber downstream, to rivers or sawmills.  However, the topography around 
the unnamed creek was too flat, and the unnamed creek did not flow into another water that 
would eventually get to a sawmill.  As such, this method of moving harvested timber did not 
occur on Stream 1 prior to construction of the dam.  The Walla Walla District (NWW) has no 
knowledge of Stream 1, Alpine Lake, or Stream 2 having been used for commercial use or 
navigation.     
 
2.  In the 1950s the was a dam placed across the intermittent stream channel.  Before this, would 

you have considered the stream navigable and therefore jurisdictional?  Does this impoundment 

sever the navigability according to our regulations or court cases? (US v. Economy Light & 

Power Co.) Does this impoundment have an impact on the current conditions of the waters and 

wetlands? 



 
RESPONSE:  No, the stream would not have been considered navigable before the dam was 
constructed.  Therefore, construction of the dam would not have severed navigation.  Due to 
width and depth restrictions, and the fact the stream terminates in the Rathdrum Prairie without 
flowing into another water, the stream was not historically used for navigation.  The 
impoundment created wetlands around the lake.  However, the lake and the wetlands are 
isolated.  There is no surface connection to other waters of the United States.  On 15-December-
2005, the Walla Walla District issued an approved jurisdictional determination for 13 isolated, 
non-navigable streams and wetlands that had no nexus to interstate commerce in the area for an 
Idaho Department of Transportation proposal for improving and widening U.S. Highway 95 
between Garwood and Sagle, Idaho.  While reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement for 
the project, it was determined that 13 wetlands and streams were isolated because the streams 
flowed into the Rathdrum Prairie and lost their definable ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  
Once entering the Rathdrum Prairie, all creeks went completely sub-surface, with all water 
recharging the Rathdrum aquifer.  They creeks evaluated did not connect with other waters of the 
United States, and terminated in the Rathdrum Prairie, just as Stream 2 does.  It should be noted 
the NWW did exert jurisdiction over an additional 13 wetlands and streams farther north within 
the approximately 30 mile long project corridor that were determined to not be isolated.  Those 
stream and wetlands are north of Athol, ID (Figure 1, Location Map that accompanied the 28-
Feb-2013 JD form), and do not flow into the Rathdrum Prairie.    
 
Two other examples of streams with lakes on them upstream of where they enter the Rathdrum 
Prairie but are isolated are Hauser Creek and Rathdrum Creek.  The U.S. Geologic Survey’s 
StreamsStats indicates Hauser Creek has a watershed of 21.25 square miles above where it 
crosses under Idaho State Highway 53.  StreamStats indicates Rathdrum Creek has a watershed 
of 57.86 square miles above where it crosses under Highway 53.  I live in Hauser, ID, and drive 
over both creeks at least once a day going to and from work.  The USGS 7.5 minute topographic 
maps for the Newman Lake and Rathdrum quadrangles indicate both creeks flow approximately 
1.5 and six miles (including irrigation ditches) respectively into the Rathdrum Prairie before 
losing their OHWMs and terminating – recharging the Rathdrum aquifer just as Stream 2 does.   
It should be noted the NWW has exerted jurisdiction over Hauser Lake (Figure 1, a 600 acre 
interstate water with a well used public boat ramp) and Twin Lakes on Rathdrum Creek (Figure 
1, a 930 acre lake with two public boat ramps).   
 
3.  You say that the USGS Stream Stats calculator indicates that the watershed above and that 

flows into Alpine Lake engrosses 1.47 square miles (941 acres).  Would you consider a physical 

limit of significance when factoring in watershed contributions?  If so, where would you consider 

the cut off?   If this were a perennial system, would it have a significant impact downstream? 
 
RESPONSE:  As indicated above, Alpine Lake and Streams 1 and 2 are isolated.  They do not 
have a direct surface connection to any other water bodies.  The closest water body Stream 2 
could flow into is Hayden Lake, approximately 2.1 straight miles away from where the USGS 
map indicates Stream 2 ends.  On 29-January-2013 and 6-February-2013, I inspected the area 
along Lancaster Road where Stream 2 would pass under Lancaster Road looking for a definable 
OHWM or even a swale where it would hit Lancaster Road.  Lancaster Road is downhill from 
the area identified on the USGS map for the Hayden quadrangle where Stream 2 loses its 



OHWM, and forms the southern boundary of where Stream 2 would flow if it were not to sub-
out in the Rathdrum Prairie, and no swales or OHWM was observed.  However, snow covered 
parts of the area.  So, on 15-March-2013, I walked the entire length of the north side of Lancaster 
Road where Stream 2 could cross under the road if it made it that far.  The area was snow free, 
and no OHWM or wetlands were observed (Photos 16 through 19).  I also drove along 
Government Way, the road that would form the western side of where Stream 2 could possibly 
flow if it did not terminate.  Again, the area was snow free, and no OHWM, swales, or wetlands 
were observed.  As per the Rapanos Guidance issued on 5-June 2007, and revised 3-December-
2008, the NWW has not completed a significant nexus analysis on Alpine Lake, Stream 1, 
Stream 2, and their abutting and adjacent wetlands, because doing so is not required or 
appropriate.       
 
4.  Does the lack of boater/user access preclude future access to the pond?  Are there other 

forms of recreation that could be considered?  Could a kayak or another small boat navigate 

from the lake upstream? 
 
RESPONSE:  Yes.  Possibly, but they do not require boating or interstate commerce to allow 
them to be achieved.  No, passage upstream would be prevented by lack of definable channel 
with an OHWM between Alpine Lake and Grand Tour Road (Photo 10).  Passage upstream 
would also be prevented by the two 18-inch corrugated metal pipe culverts that pass under Grand 
Tour Road, approximately 700 feet upstream of Alpine Lake (Photo 11).  Above that point, 
where an OHWM was observed, navigation would be prevented by the size of the channel and 
the 28-inch x 16-inch CMP culvert under Pinewood Way (Photos 12, 13, and 14).  
 
5.  One of your points for non-significance is that there are no fish species in this lake.  Has 

there been any sampling done?  What type of fish species exist in the stream channels up and 

down stream?  What typically would we expect to find in a lake of this size in this region?  What 

about any other biological sampling?   
 
RESPONSE:  I am not contending there are no fish in Alpine Lake, or seasonally in Stream 1 or 
2.  I contend (supported by statements made by the applicant and the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game - IDF&G), that fish within Alpine Lake regularly experience winter die offs due to the 
shallowness of the lake.  Winter die offs could be the result of depleted oxygen due to prolonged 
ice and snow cover, and shallowness.  In severe winters, it is believed the lake freezes solid 
because it is so shallow.  In other years, it might not freeze solid, but unfrozen areas would be 
limited to the deepest areas near the dam (presumable the borrow areas where material to 
construct the three foot tall dam was obtained).  Due to their limited size and depth, the carrying 
capacity of these areas that do not freeze solid would be much less than the entire lake.  In 
addition, due to the length of time the lake is completely covered by ice and snow (this is 
northern Idaho) preventing photosynthesis and the exchange of oxygen at the lake surface, 
dissolved oxygen depletion would become an issue, and only the strongest fish would be able to 
survive normal winters – and then only if the lake does not freeze solid.  IDF&G has stated they 
have not sampled Alpine Lake, or Streams 1 and 2.  IDF&G also stated they have no record of 
stocking Alpine Lake or the streams because they are not open to the public, Alpine Lake is too 
shallow, and Streams 1 and 2 dry up annually.  I did not see any fish in Stream 1 during my 
March 15, 2013, inspection.  In 2005, IDF&G indicated only small warm water fish would likely 



be in Streams 1 and 2.  When asked in February 2013, IDF&G again said they had no direct 
knowledge of the species of fish that might be found in Streams 1 and 2 (or Alpine Lake for that 
matter), but they would typically be small, minnow sized fish that would likely no survive 
throughout year, because creeks dry up completely/nearly completely and would get too warm.  
There might be isolated pools in some reaches of Stream 1 and Stream 2 that hold water year-
round, but I see no evidence of them in the 9-Jun-1998, 27-Sept-2004, 31-Aug-2005, 12-Sept-
2006, and 24-Aug-2012 Google Earth images of the streams.  In fact, Streams 1 and 2 appear dry 
in all but 31-May-2009 satellite photo which was taken after the channel was cleaned out in 
2006.  And then, water is only visible in Stream 1 where the channel clean-out occurred in 2006, 
and immediately downstream.  All other parts of Stream 1 and Stream 2 appear to be dry. 
 



 
Photo 10.  Three shot pan of Stream 1 below where it flows under Grand Tour Road.  Stream 1 carried under Grand Tour Road in two 18-inch round 
culverts (not visible in photos but photo point is just to the east of culvert 1).  No OHWM noted or visible in Stream 1 below Grand Tour Road, 
however, area is almost certainly wetland, vegetated with reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea). Area is identified as wetland on national 
wetlands inventory map.  Pan was taken starting looking east-southeast and panning to the west from Grand Tour Road surface by Mike Burgan on 
15-March-2013. 
 

 
Photo 11.  Three shot pan of Stream 1 above where it flows under Grand Tour Road.  Stream 1 carried under Grand Tour Road in two 18-inch round 
culverts, which are visible in photo on left side of pan.  No OHWM maintained in Stream 1 was it approached Grand Tour Road, however, area is 
probably wetland. Average channel width approximately two feet deep, and six inches tall during peak flow (snow melt nearly complete).   There is 
an OHWM in area upstream of ponderosa pines in middle photograph, but it is an excavated channel.  Pan was taken starting looking west and  
panning to the east from Grand Tour Road surface by Mike Burgan 15-March-2013. 



 

 
Photo 12.  Looking downstream at Stream 1 below where it flows under Pinewood Way.  Average width approximately two feet wide during peak 
flow (snow melt nearly complete).   No effort made to determine width of OHWM in this section as it was entirely on private property.  Photo taken 
looking west from Pinewood Way road surface by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013.  
 



 
Photo 13.  Looking downstream at unnamed tributary to Alpine Lake (Stream 1) below where it flows under Pinewood Way.  Stream 1 carried under 
Pinewood Way in a 28-inch wide x 16-inch tall squashed culvert.  Average width approximately two feet wide, and six inches deep during peak flow 
(snow melt nearly complete), ordinary high water mark (OHWM) appeared to be approximately 8 to 10-inches wide below the culvert, but did not go 
onto private property to verify.  Photo taken looking southwest from road surface by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013.  



 

 
Photo 14.  Looking upstream at Stream 1 above where it flows under Pinewood Way.  Stream 1 carried under Pinewood Way in a 28-inch wide x 16-
inch tall squashed culvert.  Average width approximately two feet wide.  This was the location of the non-compliance that was the subject of the 
approved jurisdictional determination (JD) in file No. NWW-2006-1500051.  That JD was the result fill placed in wetlands abutting Stream 1 for 
construction house pad, and the discharge of materials excavated from Stream 1 that had been side cast into wetlands abutting Stream 1.  Excavated 
materials were removed, fill for house pad remained and was permitted under after-the-fact nationwide permit.  Note much of the excavated stream 
channel is revegetated with cattails (Typha latifolia).  OHWM immediately upstream of culvert appeared to be approximately 8 to 10-inches wide up 
to Typha stand far side of white fence, but did not go onto private property to verify.  Photo taken looking northeast from road surface by Mike 
Burgan on 15-March-2013. 
 



 

 
Photo 15.  Four shot pan of area where swale that turns into Stream 1 passes under Rimrock Road, if it had an OHWM this far upstream.  US 
Geologic Survey 7.5 minute topographic map for the Hayden quadrangle depicts Stream 1 as ending between North Marble Lane, and Rimrock 
Road.  However, North Marble Lane is a private road, posted with No Trespassing signs, so no attempt was made to photograph Stream 1 at that 
point.  This location is the closest point accessible from public roads.  No OHWM noted or visible in the area.  Pan taken looking south-southwest 
and panning to the north from the Rimrock Road surface by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013. 
 

 
Photo 16.  Swale 1 in Photo 1, 4, 5 and 6 of approved jurisdictional determination form dated 13-February -2013.  Photo taken looking north by Mike 
Burgan on 15-March-2013 from Lancaster Road. 
 



 
Photo 17.  Swale 2 in Photos 2, 3, and 6 (from nearly same location as first shot of three shot pan that was Photo 2) of approved jurisdictional 
determination form dated 13-February-2013.  Photo taken looking north by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013 from Lancaster Road. 
 



 
Photo 18.  Swale 3 in Photos 2, 3, 8, and 9 (from nearly same location as second shot of three shot pan that was Photo 3) of approved jurisdictional 
determination form dated 13-February-2013.  Photo taken looking north by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013 from Lancaster Road. 
 



 
Photo 19.  Northern side of Lancaster Road where Swales 1, 2, and 3 run into fill for Lancaster Road.  Note, not culverts under road.  Photo taken 
looking east from the end of Swale 1 by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013 from edge of Lancaster Road right-of-way. 
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Figure 11.  Google Earth image showing general locations of where the six photos were taken during field inspection conducted by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013 
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Figure 12.  Google Earth image showing locations of where photos 1 and 2 were taken during field inspection conducted by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013 
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Figure 13.  Google Earth image showing locations of where photos 3, 4, and 5 were taken during field inspection conducted by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013.  Note, tree line/match line for matching Figures 13 and 14.  
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Figure 14.  Google Earth image showing locations of where photo 6 was taken during field inspection conducted by Mike Burgan on 15-March-2013.  Note, tree line/match line for matching Figures 13 and 14.  
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Kootenai County Area, Idaho  

126—Kootenai gravelly silt loam, 0 to 7 percent slopes  

Map Unit Setting  

 Landscape: Outwash plains  

 Elevation: 2,100 to 2,700 feet  

 Mean annual precipitation: 25 to 30 inches  

 Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 46 degrees F  

 Frost-free period: 90 to 120 days  

Map Unit Composition  

 Kootenai and similar soils: 75 percent  

Description of Kootenai  

Setting  

 Landform: Outwash terraces, moraines  

 Down-slope shape: Linear  

 Across-slope shape: Linear  

 Parent material: Volcanic ash and loess over outwash derived from granite and/or gneiss and/or 
schist  

Properties and qualities  

 Slope: 0 to 7 percent  

 Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to strongly contrasting textural stratification  

 Drainage class: Well drained  

 Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high (0.57 to 2.00 
in/hr)  

 Depth to water table: More than 80 inches  

 Frequency of flooding: None  

 Frequency of ponding: None  

 Available water capacity: Low (about 4.2 inches)  

Interpretive groups  

 Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated  

 Land capability classification (irrigated): 3s  

 Land capability (nonirrigated): 4s  

 Hydrologic Soil Group: B  

 Other vegetative classification: Douglas-fir/common snowberry (CN310)  

Typical profile  

 0 to 1 inches: Slightly decomposed plant material  

 1 to 2 inches: Moderately decomposed plant material  

 2 to 8 inches: Gravelly silt loam  

 8 to 24 inches: Gravelly silt loam  

 24 to 28 inches: Very gravelly loam  

 28 to 62 inches: Extremely gravelly coarse sand  



 NOTIFICATION OF  ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL OPTIONS AND PROCESS AND  

 REQUEST FOR APPEAL 

Applicant:  Alpine Meadows Water and Sewer District File Number:  NWW-2012-484-C09 Date:   29 March 2013 

Attached is:  See Section Below 

 INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of Permission)  A 

 PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of Permission)  B 

 PERMIT DENIAL  C 

X APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION  D 

  PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION  E 

SECTION I - The following identifies your rights and options regarding an administrative appeal of the above decision.  Additional 

information may be found at http://usace.army.mil/inet/functions/cw/cecwo/reg or Corps regulations at 33 CFR Part 331.  

A:  INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT:  You may accept or object to the permit. 

 

• ACCEPT:  If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final 
authorization.  If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized.  Your signature on 
the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the 
permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations (JD) associated with the permit. 

 

• OBJECT:  If you object to the permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you may request that the 
permit be modified accordingly. You must complete Section II of this form and return the form to the district engineer.  Your 
objections must be received by the district engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you will forfeit your right to appeal 
the permit in the future.  Upon receipt of your letter, the district engineer will evaluate your objections and may: (a) modify the 
permit to address all of your concerns, (b) modify the permit to address some of your objections, or (c) not modify the permit 
having determined that the permit should be issued as previously written.  After evaluating your objections, the district engineer 
will send you a proffered permit for your reconsideration, as indicated in Section B below. 

B:  PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or appeal the permit,  

 

• ACCEPT:  If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final 
authorization.  If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized.  Your signature on 
the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the 
permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit. 

 

• APPEAL:  If you choose to decline the proffered permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you may 
appeal the declined permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing Section II of this form and 
sending the form to the division engineer.  This form must be received by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of this 
notice. 

C:  PERMIT DENIAL:   You may appeal the denial of a permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by 

completing Section II of this form and sending the form to the division engineer.  This form must be received by the division 
engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice. 

D:  APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION:  You may accept or appeal the approved JD or provide new information. 

 

• ACCEPT:  You do not need to notify the Corps to accept an approved JD.  Failure to notify the Corps within 60 days of  the date of 
this notice,  means that you accept the approved JD in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the approved JD. 

 

• APPEAL:  If you disagree with the approved JD, you may appeal the approved JD under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal 
Process by completing Section II of this form and sending the form to the division engineer.  This form must be received by the 
division engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice. 

E:  PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION:  You do not need to respond to the Corps regarding the preliminary JD.  

The Preliminary JD is not appealable.  If you wish, you may request an approved JD (which may be appealed), by contacting the 
Corps district for further instruction.  Also you may provide new information for further consideration by the Corps to reevaluate 
the JD. 



 

 

SECTION II - REQUEST FOR APPEAL or OBJECTIONS TO AN INITIAL PROFFERED PERMT 
REASONS FOR APPEAL OR OBJECTIONS:   
Describe your reasons for appealing the decision or your objections to an initial proffered permit in clear concise statements.  You 
may attach additional information to this form to clarify where your reasons or objections are addressed in the administrative record. 

 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  The appeal is limited to a review of the administrative record, the Corps memorandum for the 

record of the appeal conference or meeting, and any supplemental information that the review officer has determined is needed to 
clarify the administrative record.  Neither the appellant nor the Corps may add new information or analyses to the record.  However, 
you may provide additional information to clarify the location of information that is already in the administrative record. 
POINT OF CONTACT FOR QUESTIONS OR INFORMATION: 

If you have questions regarding this decision and/or the appeal process  
you  may contact: 

District Engineer 
ATTN:  David B. Barrows 
Regulatory Division Walla Walla District. 
201 North 3

rd
 Avenue 

Walla Walla, Washington  99362-1876 

Telephone (509) 527-7150 

If you only have questions regarding the appeal process you  
may also contact: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Northwestern Division 
Attn:  Mary Hoffman, Appeal Review Officer 
P.O. Box 2870          
Portland, Oregon 97208-2870           

Telephone (503) 808-3825 

RIGHT OF ENTRY:  Your signature below grants the right of entry to Corps of Engineers personnel, and any government 

consultants, to conduct investigations of the project site during the course of the appeal process.  You will be provided a 15 day 
notice of any site investigation, and will have the opportunity to participate in all site investigations. 

Signature of appellant or agent: 

 

Date: 

 

Telephone: 
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