
From:  <cgopher4582@charter.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sat, Mar 1, 2008  4:53 AM 
 
I definitely do 100 percent beleave in the black rock reservoir. We need it 
during the time when there are drought times and the salmon wont get confused 
they are not as dumb as those people think they are, I mean those people are 
not salmon them selve ARE THEY. The black rock reservoir is worth the cost and 
it would pay for it self the very first time when we and the farmers around 
here get a drought.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my opinion. 
 
Carl M. Jensen 
507 N 4th Av #602 
Pasco, Wa. 99301 
 
509-494582 
  



 

  

F
To
 rom:  James Roberts <jimrobj@yahoo.com> 

: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sat, Mar 1, 2008  1:47 AM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 1, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. James Roberts 
215 S Ellis St 
Palouse, WA 99161-8700 
 



 

  

F
To
 rom:  Brian Bouvia <bbouvia@hotmail.com> 

: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sun, Mar 2, 2008  9:49 AM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 2, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Brian Bouvia 
318 28th Ave SE 
Puyallup, WA 98374-1237 
 



From:  "Marshall Goldberg" <mfgold@comcast.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sun, Mar 2, 2008 11:17 AM 
Subject:  Public Comment on Proposed Black Rock Dam 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Black Rock Dam.   
  
The dam will be located 5 miles above the Hanford Nuclear Reservation (HNR). 
This is an earthquake prone area. Such an event could cause the dam to 
collapse and then wash across the HNR, thereby releasing nuclear waste 
downstream.  Since the HNR has not been cleaned up, this prospect is 
especially worrisome. Moreover, seepage from this dam would accelerate the 
Columbia River migration of the radioactive waste plumes that are currently 
under the HNR. 
  
Given this potential for such an egregious environmental catastrophe, I 
believe a decision to approve this project would be reprehensible and 
completely irresponsible. 
  
Marshall Goldberg, M.D. 
Oak Harbor, WA 
  
  



  

    

From:  Eldon Ball <eldonball@juno.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 3, 2008  8:43 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 3, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
We need a national population policy! Then we wouldn't run out of 
resources! 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Eldon Ball 
3022 NE 140th St Apt 121 
Seattle, WA 98125-3588 
 

 rom:  Eldon Ball <eldonball@juno.com> 
: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Mon, Mar 3, 2008  8:43 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 3, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
We need a national population policy! Then we wouldn't run out of 
resources! 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Eldon Ball 
3022 NE 140th St Apt 121 
Seattle, WA 98125-3588 
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F
To
 rom:  Jennifer Pickering <jennifer.pickering@cingular.com> 

: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 3, 2008 12:42 PM 
Subject:  No on Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 3, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mrs. Jennifer Pickering 
16921 NE 166th St 
Woodinville, WA 98072-8900 
 



 

  

F
T
 rom:  Jayne Reed <kkjreed@mindspring.com> 
o: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 3, 2008 10:14 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 4, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ms. Jayne Reed 
450 S Fork Rd 
Garden Valley, ID 83622-1028 



 



 

 



 

  

F
T
 rom:  Alexa Brown <elixer07@msn.com> 
o: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Wed, Mar 5, 2008 12:48 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 5, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ms. Alexa Brown 
1652 25th Pl NE Unit 103 
Issaquah, WA 98029-2607 



 

 



From:  "Sally Meredith" <Smeredith@cvbankwa.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Fri, Mar 7, 2008 12:32 PM 
Subject:  comment on Black Rock 
 
 <<black rock.doc>>  
 
Sally A. Meredith 
Central Valley Bank 
Vice President / Loan Officer 
Phone (509) 576-0424 
smeredith@cvbankwa.com 
 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PROPRIETARY: 
This e-mail message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity 
to which it is addressed and may contain information that is confidential.  If 
the reader is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify 
us immediately by telephone, return this message to the address above and 
delete or destroy all copies. 
 



March 7, 2008 
 
 
US Bureau of Reclamation 
Attn:  David Kaumheimer 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA  98901 
 
RE: Comments on Black Rock Storage Study 
 
Mr. Kaumheimer: 
 
As President of Central Valley Bank for 21 years, I felt it necessary to comment on the limited 
scope of the feasibility study.   
 
Central Valley Bank is a $130 million community bank serving Yakima and Kittitas counties with 
six branches.  Our primary lending focus is on agricultural (47% of loan portfolio), construction, 
and commercial lending.  The area we serve has 37 different major crops with varying needs for 
water, which the Yakima Basin drainage has not been able to meet on several occasions. 
 
The Black Rock reservoir would utilize excess water from the Columbia River to provide a stable 
water supply each year.  The main economic benefits to the area not considered in the study 
are: 
 
The Yakima economy continues to expand in the commercial business arena with a growing 
need for water. 
 
The wine industry is creating new opportunities for expanding our recreational visibility, with 
tourism playing a major role in our economic expansion.  As a fisherman, the benefit to 
providing fish with adequate stream flow is critical to the Yakima River trout habitat.  The 
reservoir would provide recreational benefits to all of us for many generations. 
Land values and loan performance have been negatively impacted in drought years, actually 
forcing agricultural growers out of business.  The continued viability of agriculture in the futre is 
dependent on a stable water source. 
 
We are proud of the economic achievements accomplished by a number of groups working 
together the past five years.  The area population is growing with increasing demands on the 
existing water storage, both from business and residential development.  You need to act now 
to correct the problem by funding the Black Rock project, which is key to our future.  If we wait 
for the next drought, it will be too late. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in expanding the focus of the study to include all the benefits 
of this new reservoir. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
D. Michael Broadhead 
President 



From:  Michael O'Brien <alpinepainting@hotmail.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sat, Mar 8, 2008  9:04 AM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 8, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Michael O'Brien 
18214 W Spring Lake Dr SE 
Renton, WA 98058-0604 
 



 

  

F
To
 rom:  Julie O'Donnell <julieo@efn.org> 

: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sun, Mar 9, 2008  9:08 AM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 9, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ms. Julie O'Donnell 
10046 13th Ave NW 
Seattle, WA 98177-5214 
 



From:  <bobpatcolyer@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 10, 2008  4:13 PM 
Subject:  New dams on the Columbia River 
 
?? I can think of MANY MORE projects on which to spend the taxpayers' dollars 
than the proposed Black Rock Dam, the Wymer Dam, and the Wymer Dam pump 
exchange.? According to the Sierra Club the return on the dollar for each 
project is pitifully LOW.? Plus there is potential danger to the Columbia 
River from 
water seeping from behind the Black Rock Dam, through the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation and into the Columbia River, carrying with it radioactive waste. 
?? The people of Washington have infinitely more pressing problems than one 
more dam on the Columbia, especially when four dams far upstream are of ques- 
tionable value.? How about spending money on the poor, the working poor, the 
mentally unstable, those having no health insurance, the schools?? Spending 
millions of dollars on yet another dam while ignoring the very real problems 
of thousands of people is morally WRONG. 
?? Please re-consider such wasteful projects and veto them.? Respectfully, Pat 
Colyer, a Washington State inhabitant, voter and taxpayer 



From:  <Bluebotl@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Tue, Mar 11, 2008  5:06 PM 
Subject:  black rock dam 
 
Dear USBR, 
 
I'm writing to express my opposition to the Black Rock Dam, the Wymer Dam and  
the Wymer Dam pump exchange.   These dams, according to the U.S. Bureau of  
Reclamation and the Washington Department of Ecology will return much less in  
benefits than they will cost to build and operate. 
 
Perhaps more importantly, The Black Rock Dam is sited on 5 miles above the  
Hanford Nuclear Reservation in an area that is earthquake prone.   Should this  
dam be built and then collapse, water could flood across the nuclear  
reservation releasing reactive waste that cause severe damage from the Quad 
Cities to  
Astoria, Portland and Vancouver.   Even were that now to happen, flumes of  
radioactive wastes are already are moving toward the Columbia river.   Dam 
seepage  
would only exacerbate this problem. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joe Ginsburg 
12210 Densmore Ave. N. 
Seattle, WA 98133-7729 
 
 



  

 



 



 

 



 



From:  "Rick Glenn" <RGlenn@awbank.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 31, 2008 12:11 PM 
Subject:  Storage study comments 
 
Hi, 
 
  
 
I just received my water bill from the city of Yakima.  They charge 
$9.35 every 2 months for a billing charge.  In addition to the billing 
fee, they charge $1.20 per 100 cubic feet of water, which translates to 
$523 per acre foot.   
 
  
 
Why did you use $235 per acre foot for municipal water value when the 
current market value is $523?  That is only 45% of the current market 
rate. 
 
  
 
What would be the effect on the cost of construction if the project was 
completed in 4 years instead of 10 years?  Is the 35 % overhead charged 
by the BOR a negotiable item? 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
Rick Glenn 
Commercial Loan Officer 
AmericanWest Bank 
127 W. Yakima Avenue 
Yakima, Washington  98902 
Fax: (509)-457-0756 
Phone: (509)-494-1766 
 
 
Oral agreements or oral commitments to loan money, extend credit, or to 
forebear from enforcing repayment of a debt are not enforceable under 
Washington Law. 
 
  
This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged 
information. 
 
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by 
return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies.  Any dissemination 
or use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is 
unauthorized and may be  
illegal. 



 
 

 





 



From:  "EDGAR A MEYER" <emeyer2@verizon.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Thu, Mar 13, 2008  7:46 PM 
Subject:  Black Rock Dam proposal 
 
Just the threat of groundwater movement from a large reservoir to the 
radioactive-contaminated water under the Hanford area adding to the risk of 
Columbia River contamination should end this proposal. 
 
Thank you for considering this view. 
 
Edgar A Meyer M.D. 
105 Chase Ave. 
Cashmere, WA 
98815 



From:  "Dennis Neuzil" <dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Thu, Mar 13, 2008  1:46 PM 
Subject:  Reject Black Rock and Wymer dam proposals 
 
Dear US Bureau of Reclamation Upper Columbia Office: 
 
Please reject and drop the Black Rock and Wymer dam proposals.  These dam 
proposals are both ecologically and economically unsound and do not support 
sound water resources policy for Washington state and the Pacific Northwest. 
 
Dennis  Neuzil, Dr.Eng., P.E 
Civil Engineer, retired 
2307 - 94th Avenue NE 
Clyde Hill, WA  98004 
Tel 425-455-1419  (Fax 425-454-9122) 
Email:  dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com





 



 

  





    



  







 



 



 

  

F
To
 rom:  David Grant <d2avid@charter.net> 

: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sun, Mar 16, 2008 12:06 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 16, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. David Grant 
129 Oxford Pl 
Medford, OR 97504-9333 
 



From:  <tajenkins@pol.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Sun, Mar 16, 2008  2:13 PM 
Subject:  oppose new Columbia R dams 
 
 
 
I am writing to oppose the construction of new dams on the Columbia River, for 
reasons of safety, financial viability, and environmental health.  The Black 
Rock Dam is not a good investment for the public, with expenses far 
outweighing 
benefits.  In addition it poses an unacceptable safety risk of flooding of 
unstable nuclear waste at Hanford.  Finally we are moving towards reducing dam 
obstructions to our Northwest Rivers, to restore the health of salmon and 
river 
habitat.  Please do not go forward with the Black Rock Dam, Wymer Dam, or the 
Wymer Dam Pump exchange. 
Thank you for your attention. 
Tracy Ouellette, 
MD  14078 MacTaggart Ave., Bow, WA 98232 



 



From:  "Rick Glenn" <RGlenn@awbank.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 17, 2008  4:25 PM 
Subject:  Question on Report 
 
Does any storage system with usage above 1 million acre feet of water 
have a lower storage/usage ratio than the Yakima River Basin at 30%? 
What is the value of the irrigated acreage with senior rights?  What is 
the value of the acreage with junior water rights?  Will water rights 
that are ceded to the control of the Department of Ecology be considered 
junior to the existing rights holders?  That could be a factor in 
drought years. 
 
  
 
Thanks, 
 
  
 
Rick Glenn 
 
Commercial Loan Officer 
 
AmericanWest Bank 
 
127 W. Yakima Avenue 
 
Yakima, Washington  98902 
 
Fax: (509)-457-0756 
 
Phone: (509)-494-1766 
 
  
 
Oral agreements or oral commitments to loan money, extend credit, or to 
forebear from enforcing repayment of a debt are not enforceable under 
Washington Law. 
 
  
 
 
This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged 
information. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by 
return 
e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies.  Any dissemination or use 
of this 
information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized and 
may be  
illegal.  



 



 
 

March 17, 2008 
 
 
Dave Kaumhelmer 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Pacific Northwest Region  
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 
 
 
We are commenting on the Draft Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study and 
Environmental Impact.  In particular we wish to comment on the Black Rock dam and reservoir. 
We do not think the study adequately addresses the danger of reservoir water flushing 
radioactive water in the nearby Hanford nuclear waste site into the Columbia River. The Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Department of Ecology has failed to include the Department of Energy’s 
groundwater report on potential impacts of seepage from the Black Rock reservoir. This DOE 
study is critical for having a credible environmental impact statement. Also who will pay the 
electrical power cost for pumping Columbia River water into the new reservoir? 
 
 
Mitigation for project does not adequately address wildlife migration corridor needs or adequate 
water rights for fish and wildlife dependent on the Yakima River.  Mitigation should include 
consolidation of public lands and adding lands to create wildlife corridors as part of the Hanford 
National Monument.  Project waters from the Columbia diverted to the Yakima, should be used 
to create a series of wetlands.  Dikes and floodgates should be installed to maintain wetlands as 
reservoir waters are drawn down. Full mitigation should be made to protect fish, native plants, 
and the wildlife of the Hanford Reach from the effects of withdrawing 600,000-acre feet of water 
for the Black Rock Reservoir. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rosemary Sikes, president 
Admiralty Audubon Society 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 



 

  

F
T
 rom:  Harrison Grathwohl <hgrathwohl6448@msn.com> 
o: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 

Date:  Thu, Mar 20, 2008  2:53 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 20, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
THIS IS BOILER PLATE, BUT IT EXPRESSES MY SENTIMENTS VERY WELL. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Harrison Grathwohl 
5507 258th Ave NE 
Redmond, WA 98053-2515 
 



 





 



 

  

 

 



From:  Joseph Caggiano <jacagg@verizon.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2008  1:40 PM 
Subject:  Black Rock Reservoir 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I oppose the construction of Black Rock Dam and Reservoir.  While it   
might benefit a few farmers, on balance, it would be a negative for   
the area.  I oppose the reservoir on several grounds: 
 
1. Financial 
 A projected return of $.16 per dollar invested is another way of   
saying that $.84 of every dollar will be lost.  The economics do not   
make sense under any circumstances.  I do not want the U.S.   
Government borrowing more money from China or other foreign   
government to fund a project of dubious value.  Even if there are   
offsetting cost factors, such as creating a recreational lake with   
attendant homes and development, this would be private money and not   
affect the taxpayers share of the costs of this facility.  The only   
possible benefit would be increased taxes for the jurisdictions   
affected.  Not worth the risk and the potential effects on the   
ecosystem of the area, including the potential effects on anadromous   
fish, notably salmon. 
 
2. Geological 
 One abutment of the reservoir would be built above a fault with a   
significantly thick zone of fault gouge.  Not only does this present   
challenges for foundation stability and stability of the resulting   
reservoir, but reservoir induced seismicity is well known from other   
areas of the world.  Given that this structure would be built on a   
fault and leakage from the reservoir could reach the fault zone,   
thereby reducing shear stress along the fault plane, the potential   
for reservoir-induced seismicity is increased.  Should any slippage   
occur along the fault, further instability is possible, both to the   
dam and the impounded water. 
 
3. Hydrogeological 
 This is a leaky aquifer system, with estimates of thousands of   
gallons of potential water loss.  Thus, the anticipated capacity of   
the reservoir might not be reached unless increased pumping from the   
Columbia River is allowed, and that is a matter of significance for   
river flow in the Columbia River from which the water to fill the   
reservoir would be extracted.  Water flow in the Columbia River is   
regulated and extraction requires a permit.  The leaky aquifer has   
the potential to raise the water table and hydrologic head beneath   
the 200 Areas of the Hanford Site where groundwater is contaminated   
from years of intentional and unintentional releases to the ground.    
Raising the water table would increase the hydrologic head and could   
accelerate the rate of contaminated groundwater toward the Columbia   
River--another potential negative consequence.  Significant water   
losses from any reservoir from surface evaporation would accelerate   
the rate of potential water loss, leaving less water than currently   
anticipated that would be available for irrigation and other uses. 



 
4. Modeling 
 Computer models of natural system processes are only as good as the   
assumptions, boundary conditions, and data that are used as input.    
The fact that very little characterization has been performed to   
accurately determine various geologic and hydrologic parameters   
indicates that the results of any modeling necessarily have high   
degrees of uncertainty because of the uncertainty that is inherent in   
the input data into the model.  To rely on regional scale studies by   
the U.S.G.S. for input at the scale of this model is unacceptable,   
because the scale of the investigations and the scale of the model   
are entirely different. 
 
For these reasons, I am opposed to further development of the Black   
Rock Dam and Reservoir.  There has been sufficient study to indicate   
that Black Rock Dam and Reservoir would be a bad investment, so   
further taxpayer money should not be spent on gathering additional data. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 
 
Joseph A. Caggiano 
WA State LHG #757 
330 Snyder St. 
Richland, WA 99354 



 

  

F
T
 rom:  Josh Norris <mr_garbonzo@yahoo.com> 
o: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2008  4:04 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 24, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Josh Norris 
834 NW 11th St 
Corvallis, OR 97330-6000 



From:  DAVID E ORTMAN <deortman@msn.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Tue, Mar 25, 2008 11:01 PM 
Subject:  RE: Yakima River Basin Storage Feasibility Study 
 
 
  
Via Email to: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
  
  
March 24, 2008 
  
TO: Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
Mr. David Kraumheimer, Environmental Program Manager 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA  98901-2058 
  
RE: Yakima River Basin Storage Feasibility Study, Kittitas, Yakima and Benton 
Counties, Washington / Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement 
  
Dear Bureau of Reclamation: 
  
The following are comments on the above referenced feasibility study, draft 
planning report and environmental impact statement.   
  
I join with others who are strongly opposed to Governor Gregoire=s efforts to 
construct massive new water storage dams for irrigators in eastern Washington. 
 One project alone, the Black Rock reservoir, would cost over $6 billion 
dollars.  Groundwater seepage from this project would threaten the already 
long overdue cleanup of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Other projects such 
as the Wymer site in the Yakima basin would likely cost over a half billion 
dollars if it were ever built.  This project, and other sites in the Yakima 
Basin, has been studied and found to be perennial losers over the last thirty 
years at a time in which Yakima irrigation districts have yet to take water 
conservation seriously or pay off the existing Bureau of Reclamation=s Yakima 
River Basin Project.  In addition, the feasibility study fails to analyze how 
the Wymer project could contribute to instream flows when the 1945 Consent 
Degree (see page 1-15) already allocates all existing water within the Yakima 
Basin.  As the feasibility study states (page 1-17), the 1977 adjudication of 
the Yakima River system does not supersede the 1945 Consent Degree until a 
final judgment is entered. 
The five page summary of anadromous fish on pages 4-94 to 4-98 of the 
feasibility study fails miserably in disclosing the status of anadromous fish 
in both the Columbia and Yakima Rivers.   A thorough review of anadromous fish 
under the Endangered Species Act should be provided.  A thorough review of 
fish hatcheries in the Columbia and Yakima Rivers should also be provided.    
  
Congress passed the Yakima River Basin Enhancement Project in 1979.  Since 
then, the Bureau of Reclamation has failed for nearly forty years to address 
issues of water-spreading, water-pricing, project repayment, surplus crops, or 
water conservation by senior irrigation districts in the Yakima Basin.  
The following information should be provided as part of any final planning 



report/FEIS: 
 - What are the Yakima River Bain irrigation districts growing?  Surplus 
crops?  Is the Kittitas Irrigation District still growing hay for the Japanese 
race horse industry? 
-  What percentage of crops grown in the Yakima River Basin are exported out 
of state or out of country?  What is the estimated carbon footprint for 
transporting such crops out of state or out of country?  
- What have the irrigation districts actually done on the ground since 1980 on 
water conservation? - What are the current costs to the irrigators of water 
(per acre feet) and electricity for pumping (are they still subsidized by 
BPA?)    
  
- What would be the true costs of irrigated crops if they had to pay market 
rates for water and power? - Where are the irrigators at in terms of repayment 
for the existing Bureau of Reclamation Yakima River Basin Project?   - What is 
the water consumption from the Yakima River Basin wine industry?  Are there 
any eastern Washington vineyards that do not rely on irrigation? 
  
- What contribution could the Wenatchee National Forest and other state or 
private forest lands make to increasing Yakima River Basin water supply later 
in the year by managing such lands for snow pack retention instead of timber 
harvest? 
  
- What is the estimated evaporation rate from the proposed water storage 
projects? 
  
In summary, the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is nothing 
more than an attempt by Governor Gregoire to buy off eastern Washington votes 
in exchange for environmentally damaging and wasteful mega water projects.  
The Black Rock and Wymer projects should not be constructed.  The Bureau of 
Reclamation should pull the plug on any further dam project studies. 
Sincerely, 
  
David E. Ortman 
Attorney-at-Law 
7043 22nd Ave N.W. 
Seattle, WA 98117 
  



 

  

F
To:
 rom:  Barb Kruse <krusenketchum@netscape.net> 

 <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2008 10:35 PM 
Subject:  Please Abandon the Black Rock Dam Proposal  
 
 
Mar 25, 2008 
 
Gerald and Derek Kelso and Mr. Sandison 
 
Dear  Kelso and Mr. Sandison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Yakima River Basin 
Water Storage Feasibility Study/Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft study). 
The joint federal-state portion of the study improperly assumes that 
the only way to meet future water needs for people and fish is to 
build a new surface storage dam. The joint federal-state alternatives 
fail to consider more environmentally and economically viable 
 
alternatives to new dams, including water conservation and efficiency, 
 
more robust water markets, aquifer recharge, or a combination thereof. 
 
The State of Washington, on the other hand, does take a look at these 
non-structural water management alternatives. The final draft of the 
study should provide a full analysis of these alternatives to new 
dams, and they should be considered as joint federal-state 
alternatives rather than as state alternatives only. Anything less 
will delay and confuse implementation of smarter water management 
policies in the Yakima River basin. 
One thing is clear from the draft study: the proposed Black Rock dam 
should be removed from further consideration. The $6.7 billion 
proposed dam would drain resources from more sensible and efficient 
tools to improve water management and fish and wildlife habitat. On 
top of that, the leaky reservoir would likely cause radioactive 
groundwater underneath the Hanford nuclear reservation to reach the 
Columbia River, contaminating the river and the water supply for 
downstream communities. The Black Rock proposal should be abandoned 
now. There is no need to spend any additional taxpayer dollars 
studying this risky and expensive proposal. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ms. Barb Kruse 
PO Box 2011 
Ketchum, ID 83340-2011 



From:  Susan McDonald <ssmcdon@msn.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Tue, Mar 25, 2008 10:47 PM 
Subject:  BLACK ROCK DAM 
 
 
WE ARE VERY MUCH IN FAVOR OF THIS BLACK ROCK DAM.  WATER SHORTAGES WILL ONLY 
CONTINUE, LAND USE FOR AGRICULTURE NEEDS WILL CONTINUALLY INCREASE, AND 
INSTALLATION COSTS WILL ONLY SOAR,  THE MORE TIME THAT PASSES.   
  
THE ENVIRONMENTALISTS IF THEY HAD THEIR WAY, WE WOULD ALL BE LIVING  BACK IN 
THE DARK AGES.  PEOPLE AND THEIR SURVIVAL NEEDS HAVE PRIORITY.  THIS WILL 
CREATE A RECREATIONAL ENVIRONMENT, AS WELL AS A COZY HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE OF 
ALL KINDS.  IT WILL BENEFIT HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS, ENHANCE MANY COMMUNITIES, 
AND AGRICULTURE ENDEAVORS.  GREAT IDEA TO GET MOVING ON.   
  
STEVE/SUSAN MCDONALD 
RICHLAND, WA     



From:  <Skybradley10@aol.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2008  3:47 PM 
Subject:  Blackrock Dam 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am opposed to the construction of the Blackrock Dam.  
 
 The proposed site is mostly undisturbed natural habitat. 
 
 The cost to the taxpayer would be huge and the limited benefit will be to  
large corporate and agricultural businesses.  
 
We do not need any crops which might be grown using the water because we can  
import them at much lower cost - if we stop subsidising American agriculture  
directly and through tariffs. 
 
Farming is the most destructive use of land since the natural habitat is  
destroyed Additional water is bound to result in more large scale farming and 
loss  
of wildlife and native plants. 
 
We who actually live on the east side of the State can no longer accept it  
being treated as a sacrifice zone by the west side politicians. 
 
The claimed recreational benefits must be deleted from the draft EIS since  
there are already many large slack water recreational areas near this site 
which  
are very lightly used do to low population in the vicinity. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Schuyler L. Bradley 
2015 Riverside Dr. 
W. Richland, WA  
99353 
 
 
 



From:  "Mickie Chamness" <mickiec@charter.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2008 10:34 PM 
Subject:  comments on Black Rock Reservoir 
 
Mickie Chamness 
 
4255 Tami St. 
 
Richland, WA  99352 
 
509-628-0709 
 
  
 
I learned a lot at the public meeting, and appreciate getting copies of the 
EIS and the supporting technical reports on CD's to read.  Thanks.  I also 
appreciate the opportunity to voice my concerns. 
 
  
 
1.  I started my professional career as a geologist mapping faults on 
Umtanum Ridge near Priest Rapids Dam for the Department of Energy.  The 
Untanum anticline in that area has a steeply dipping to overturned northern 
limb with a major south-dipping thrust fault that is exposed in the bedrock 
between the dam and the ridge front.  Wells drilled for the Puget Power 
Sound and Light Skagit Hanford Nuclear Project encountered the fault.   Each 
of the basalt layers in that steeply dipping northern limb slid past each 
other as the basalt folded, creating breccias that are often, but not 
always, cemented.  These cemented breccias are actually more resistant to 
erosion, and form vertical walls parallel to the folded basalt layers. There 
is a secondary thrust fault (the Buck Thrust) 1/3 of the way up the north 
side of Umtanum Ridge just above Priest Rapids Dam that formed to 
accommodate deformation as the basalt layers not only tried to fold about a 
vertical plane along the folds axis, but also bend as that axis changed 
trend from east-west to slightly more northwest-southeast.  My point is that 
the geology of Umtanum Ridge is complex, and drilling a tunnel through it 
will probably be more difficult than you anticipate.  Drilling through both 
Umtanum and Yakima Ridges will probably be much more expensive than planned. 
I am concerned that any leakage of water through the lined tunnel could 
lubricate existing fault surfaces and allow them to reactivate.  That could 
be minor faults that would disrupt the tunnel, or potentially larger faults 
such as the main Umtanum Thrust or possibly even the Buck Thrust where it 
extends back into the anticline core.  There are springs on the ridge 
nearby, and you may encounter confined aquifers as well.  And you'll 
definitely encounter Grande Ronde Basalt in the tunnels. 
 
  
 
2.  Seepage of water from the dam into the unconfined and confined (basalt) 
aquifers will move to the east, toward the Hanford Site.  Increases in head 
based on the different model runs appears to range from 1 to 20 feet beneath 
the 200 West Area, that is the area of groundwater contamination on Hanford 
Site closest to the dam.  Since discharges of water ceased on the Hanford 



Site in the late 1980's, unconfined water levels have dropped as much as 20 
feet.  This has caused changes in the movement of contaminated groundwater, 
and may have left some contaminants "stranded" in the vadose zone.  If head 
levels rise again, it will probably cause further changes in groundwater 
movement and may remobilize "stranded" contaminants. 
 
  
 
3.  It appears that water will also flow at the surface down Dry Creek and 
Cold Creek.   There may also be the impacts to flows at Rattlesnake Springs 
on the Hanford Reach National Monument.  Both cases will change the 
environment of the Hanford Reach National Monument.  I wasn't able to find a 
discussion of this in any of the technical reports, and hope it has been 
evaluated. 
 
  
 
4.  The cost-benefit studies indicate that none of the joint alternatives 
are economically justified.  I'm not sure I understand the mechanism for 
continuing with this proposal when the return on the dollar for the three 
alternatives are all below $0.30 and none are deemed economically justified. 
Does that mean the dam could be built anyway?  Recreational uses and resort 
homes should not be used as part of the justification for such a large 
expense. 
 
  
 
5.  The no-action alternative and the state alternatives for enhanced water 
conservation and market-based allocation of water resources all provide 
significant water savings.  I would like to see the no-action joint 
alternative selected, and some combination of the 3 state alternatives 
tried.  At some point, we will have to recognize that water will be a 
limiting resource, and we should start preparing for that now but starting 
major conservation education efforts instead of waiting another 20 years 
when there is no more "excess" water to utilize. 
 



From:  "deidre" <linkdal@televar.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2008  3:28 PM 
Subject:  Wind Farm Comments 
 
Deidre Link 
560 Hawk Haven Rd. 
Cle Elum, WA 98922 
509-674-2420 
 
March 26, 2008 
 
RE: Yakima River Basin Draft Planning Report/EIS Comments 
 
David Kaumheimer, Environmental Programs Manager 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this water storage proposal.  I am 
well aware of the water issues/situation in the Yakima Basin:  WHAT ARE YOU 
THINKING?  Blackrock has more problems than you can shake a stick at.  The 
cost/benefit is amazing.  I guess, in D.C. with the right kind of 'spin', 
anything is possible.  Blackrock is priced out at over 6 billion dollars and 
is going to benefit a small percentage of people.   
 
Most of Eastern Washington is a DESERT.  The dams that have been built have 
damaged fisheries, helped farmers and created hydroelectric power.  Humans 
being human have done little to conserve water or control population growth.  
Consequently we are running out of surface water rights - have run out I 
guess.  The idea to build a big bathtub and allow more uncontrolled growth 
makes little or no sense.   
 
The study does not take the fact of climate change into account.   If we get 
less rain/snow fall, 20, 30 50 or more years down the road how can this 
project know or guarantee there will be enough water to support the growth 
developers and businessmen want to create? 
 
Just say no to this project.   
 
Regards, 
Deidre Link 



From:  Mary Peters <marylynne888@msn.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2008  1:44 PM 
Subject:  Yakima River Storage Study, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
 
March 26, 2008 
  
David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 
  
Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 
  
As a 32 year resident of Richland, Washington and neighbor of the Hanford 
Reservation, I am concerned over the proposed Black Rock Dam and 
Reservoir/Yakima River Basin Water Storage Facility. 
  
Having read a summary of the feasibility study, I would like you to consider 
it a study and not a final nor correct sets of facts. Some of the maps, the 
listing of Franklin County as part of the study and the evergreen trees that 
are pictured makes me question if anyone has visited this area.  Yes, we are 
the evergreen state and at the very western edge of this project there are 
evergreens and mountains, however, the main part of the area impacted by the 
dam and reservoir is a shrub-steppe, treeless, high desert.   
  
Some of the figures in the study don't add up.  The amount of water that will 
be removed from the river at a critical spawning time for the salmon is a 
concern of mine.  Also will the volume of the water after spawning be great 
enough to wash the silt out of the spawning redds? 
  
Why was the Environmental Impact Study completed before the Department of 
Energy Study? How much electricity will be needed for this project?  Where 
will it come from?  Will I experience brown-outs?  Who will pay for it? 
  
What about the earthquake factor?  There is a fault line near Rattlesnake 
Mountain.  How big of an earthquake is 'too big'?  What about slippage?  Sand? 
Clay? We have them both and the size of this structure is huge even compared 
to Grand Coulee Dam (the "largest structure by the hand of man"..as the song 
says).  Will the land stand up to the stresses? 
  
As you, and others 'back East', read this study, there is a large emphasis on 
Recreational Benefits.  There is a listing of annual visitors to some lakes, 
rivers and reservoirs in our state.  Many of these are at the western end of 
the Yakima River Basin, with trees.  The figure for visits to these areas is 
108,000 visitors.  The study projects year 1- 250,000 and after 20 years 
700,000 visitors.  Yike!  Before I moved here Desertaire sold lots along the 
Columbia River and tauted it as the perfect vacation home area.  In over 30 
years it has never taken off or developed into anything large or well 
populated.  A high-end resort at Black Rock?  I don't think so.  What about 
the lake itself?  It will fluctuate and have the 'bathtub ring' scenario.  
That is not aesthethically pleasing.  One map shows 4 miles of mud at some 



times during the year.  The drop off into the reservoir is very sheer.  This 
is not conducive to swimming. boating, hiking or viewing. 
  
As a Richland resident ,downstream from the Hanford Area, I am extremely 
concerned about ground water movement and contamination.  This is a huge 
project.  Large amounts of earth and then water will be moved.  As water leaks 
out of the reservoir, it will move towards the contaminated area of the 
Hanford Reservation.  What measures will be put in place so contaminates do 
not reach the Columbia River? 
  
What is the rush with the project?  Please take time to reevaluate this first 
study.  Please allow for an Independent Review. 
  
Thank you for considering my comments.  Please add me to the list to receive 
USBR's final EIS and decision in this matter. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Mary Peters 
  
508 Fuller Street 
Richland, WA 99354 
  
Marylynne888@msn.com 
 



From:  Gayle Robinson <gayle.robinson@hotmail.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2008 12:20 PM 
Subject:  BLACK ROCK DAM 
 
 
The Black Rock Dam should definitely be constructed.  It would be a win-win 
situation.  It would create a habitat for wildlife, a recreational area, and 
above all, it would help to insure water for agricultural use.  As the demand 
for more food products increases, we will need such structures in place to 
keep up with the demand.  Otherwise, if there are shortages of food, prices on 
food items will go up, and we will be in as bad a shape for food as we are for 
gasoline.  We should not let environmentalists rule to the point that average 
people suffer.  Also, if the building of the dam is put off, the construction 
prices will be much higher at a later date. 
 
 
Gayle Robinson 
West Richland, WA 
 
 



 





 













 



 

  

F
T
 rom:  <PLCRJC@aol.com> 
o: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Thu, Mar 27, 2008  8:28 PM 
Subject:  Black Rock Reservoir 
 
As this years' spring runoff begins, wouldn't it be great if that extra water 
was going into the Black Rock Reservoir instead of being flushed down the  
Columbia, with no benefit to man nor beast? 
 
It is high time that we started actually doing something to address the water 
crisis that we are facing in our region.   It is high time that we quit being 
tangled up in our underwear with more studies and what-ifs, and start helping 
ourselves.   It is high time for Black Rock! 
 
Bob Cummings 
4321 Mt Challenger Ct 
West Richland WA  99353 
509-628-2878 home 
509-551-7374 cell 
 
 
 
 
 
 
************** 
Create a Home Theater Like the Pros. Watch the video on AOL  
Home. 
      (http://home.aol.com/diy/home-improvement-eric-stromer?video=15&amp; 
ncid=aolhom00030000000001) 
 



From:  "riparian owners of ferryco." 
<riparian_owners_of_ferryco@bossig.com> 
To: "Black Rock Storage Study" <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Thu, Mar 27, 2008 11:36 AM 
Subject:  Black Rock Dam Storage Study Public Comment 
 
The Riparian Owners of Ferry County are a private property and water rights 
protection group of citizens of Ferry County, Washington.. 
 
We are also supportive of efforts to add to the long term water storage 
capacity of our state in other counties. Water accumulation facilities in one 
county help other counties by reducing cross-county demand for water transfers 
and the cost of litigation, facilities, continuing maintenance,  and long term 
management of water transfer agreements. Seepage of large reservoirs also add 
to the aquifer recharge capabilities of a county. 
 
Additionally, local reservoir facilities add esthetic and recreational 
facilities for the local community and are an economic attraction to the 
community for vacationers and new business and residents.  
 
Yours truly,  
 
 
Gary Howden for  
Riparian Owners of Ferry County 



From:  Katie Fite <katie@westernwatersheds.org> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Thu, Mar 27, 2008  6:40 AM 
Subject:  Black Rock and other New Dams 
 
 
Dear Washington State Department of Ecology, BuRec, Governor's Office and 
others, 
 
We are very much opposed to the proposal to construct the new Black Rock and 
other dams that Governor Gregoire has proposed. 
 
This is the dead opposite path that any western state should be taking. Dams 
have already destroyed so much of the West's natural areas, and critical 
fish and wildlife habitats. 
 
As an alternative, to conserve water and decrease global warming and 
desertification processes, we ask that Washington state fully evaluate 
alternatives to reduce domestic livestock grazing on public and private 
lands in all watersheds east of the Cascades. For a small fraction of the 
cost of new dam construction, permits on public land could be purchased and 
retired The state should also immediately begin to phase out any grazing 
permits on DNL or WDFW lands. 
 
The Governor, instead of encouraging more waste and abuse of Washington's 
resources through dam building and other current proposals, such as cattle 
grazing on WDFW and other state lands, should establish programs to diminish 
growing of water-wasteful livestock forage crops on irrigated lands. A shift 
to other higher value less wasteful crops should be state policy. 
 
This, in fact, is the only path that will lead to sustainable and 
ecologically sound use and protection of waters and watersheds. 
 
As part of this process, please provide a detailed analysis of the global 
warming costs of the production of all livestock, and livestock forage 
crops, in Washington state. Please also provide a complete analysis of how 
much water is currently be used (and natural stream flows diminished and 
wasted) in livestock production. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Katie Fite  
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID  83701   



 

 

  



 





 



 

  
From:  "Rick Leaumont" <leaumont@owt.com> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Fri, Mar 28, 2008 10:10 PM 
 
 
LOWER COLUMBIA BASIN AUDUBON SOCIETY 
9016 Sunset Trail 
Pasco, Washington 99301 
  
March 28, 2008 
 
David Kaumheimer 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 
 
Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 
 
Introduction: 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Planning Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Yakima River Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study issued in January 2008.  We have many concerns with the report 
and associated projects.   
 
The report has been constructed as a draft plan, draft environmental impact 
statement and a feasibility study reviewing two major dam and reservoir projects 
and three state alternatives. The projects and alternatives have little in common 
except being found in the Yakima River basin.  The report does not name a 
preferred alternative or indicate how a mix of the projects and alternatives will 
provide sufficient water for fish and agriculture. The reader is left to ponder 
whether the agency is considering going forward with all the projects and 
alternatives or a mix. The report falls short on comparing and contrasting these 
alternatives or how they would impact each other if a mix were selected.  
 
The report attempts to do too much at one time and in the end, fails to adequately 
address how these projects and alternatives could accomplish the mission of 
providing water for fish, agriculture and urban areas in the right amount at the 
right time. The report fails to adequately address the impacts of these projects and 
alternatives on the environment and our cultural heritage.  The report fails to 
adequately address the impacts of the Black Rock project on Hanford ground 
water.  Serious geological questions remain unanswered.  The Black Rock and 



Wymer dam project's impact on regional electrical supplies has not been 
addressed. The Recreational report is flawed and grossly exaggerates the potential 
visitor usage.    
 
We strongly recommend that the report be reclassified as a draft plan and 
feasibility study only.   Additional information is needed on Hanford groundwater 
and geological concerns. More information is needed on the engineering details of 
the dams.  On the ground surveys of wildlife, native plants and cultural resources 
need to be done.  Simply stated the report does not meet the rigorous standards of 
the National Environmental Policy Act for Environmental Impact Statements.  
We realize this will be costly in terms of time, labor and printing but a 
comprehensive, in depth EIS utilizing all available data, subjected to intense peer 
and public review can save billions of dollars and avoid environmental 
catastrophes.   
 
If you decide to continue viewing this report as a draft environmental impact 
statement, we insist that the report be submitted to a panel of independent experts 
in the various disciplines, such as the National Academy of Sciences, to review 
the report in detail and attempt to resolve these shortcomings, before writing the 
final report.   
 
The remainder of my comments will focus on the Black Rock proposal. 
 
Ground Water Impacts: 
 
Large plumes of highly contaminated ground water lie beneath the Hanford 
Reservation, a constant unseen threat to the Columbia River.  
 
For the most part, these contaminated ground waters are stable and contained 
deep underground.  We must not allow highly toxic contaminates to be flushed 
into the Columbia River.  
 
The Department of Energy is striving to monitor, remediate and shrink these 
plumes, but they need time.  Our first line of defense is to reduce the natural and 
artificial recharge of Hanford ground water. 
 
The proposed Black Rock dam would be within five miles of Hanford's western 
boundary.  The dam would be 755 feet tall and well over a mile long in length, 
holding 1.3 million acre feet of water. The dam would overlook Dry and Cold 
creeks, intermittent stream courses that meander onto the Hanford Reservation. 
 
The study predicts water would seep from the reservoir at the rate of 31 cfs and 
move onto the Hanford Reservation.  The report indicates that this almost 
quadruples the ground water moving under Dry and Cold creeks. This does not 
sound like a lot of water, but it amounts to 30,000 acre feet per year - or the 
equivalent of an underground lake one foot deep covering almost 47 square miles 



creeping under Hanford. Another underground lake of that dimension would be 
added every year, relentlessly building and pushing those contaminated pools 
closer and closer to the Columbia. The report also states in Table ES.6 that the 
total ground water seepage towards the Columbia River would be 57 cfs.  The 
study does not indicate why only 31 cfs would flow under Hanford, I can only 
infer from this that there is the distinct possibility that the 31 cfs prediction could 
climb to 57 cfs or a 84% increase over the present prediction. 
 
The study does not include detailed maps of the Black Rock project or Dry and 
Cold creek drainages. This is a serious deficiency which inhibits the public's 
ability to evaluate the proposal. 
 
The increased ground water flows could easily mobilize the contaminated pools 
under Hanford and push them into the Columbia River initiating and 
environmental disaster that would be almost impossible to control or clean up.  
We can not allow this to happen. 
 
The Department of Energy is currently studying the possible impacts of seepage 
from Black Rock on Hanford's ground water.  The report will be completed 
sometime in 2008 and will be included in your Final Report.  Your draft 
Environmental Impact Statement is fatally flawed by the failure to wait a few 
short months to include the Department of Energy's report in the draft EIS.  The 
public must have the opportunity to make an informed review and comment on 
this vital issue.  You are rushing to a decision without some of the most vital 
facts.   
 
Seismicity / Geological Threat: 
 
The Black Rock dam would lie in an area of high earthquake potential.  The 
report is vague and difficult to understand as to the extent of the threat.  The 
report states on page 2-9 "at a return period of 10,000 years, the estimated mean 
PHA is about 0.95g (acceleration of gravity), a level of ground shaking that might 
be associated with the occurrences of magnitude 6 to 7+ earthquakes..".  I have no 
idea what that means.  Is "6 to 7+" the Richter scale or some other form of 
measurement?  How high is the potential frequency or magnitude of the 
earthquake threat? The report really does not give the reader any concrete idea of 
the threat from seismic activity.  NEPA requires EIS's to be written in a manner 
understandable to the general public. Once again the report fails to meet the 
NEPA standards. 
 
The dam would be constructed on the Black Rock fault and an additional thrust 
fault.  The report provides only a very vague idea as to the exact location of these 
faults.  I would hope this information is available and am disturbed that it has not 
been released to the public in this report. 
 
 



The right abutment of the dam would rest on Horsethief Mountain.  We are 
greatly concerned as to the fitness of Horsethief Mountain to function in this 
important role as the right hand foundation for a 755 foot high dam or its ability to 
safely hold back 1,300,000 acre feet of water.  
 
The report states on page 4-37: 
 
"Landslides are common in the Yakima Fold Belt and generally form on the 
over-steepened south limbs of the anticlines.  Several ancient landslides have been 
identified on the Horsetheif Mountain anticline, which comprises the right 
abutment of the proposed Black Rock dam (Columbia Geotechnical Associates, 
2004).  The steeply dipping orientation and layering of the low-strength sediments 
and the presence of the Horsethief Mountain Thrust Fault along the southern edge 
of the reservoir valley present a potentially hazardous combination.  Though the 
slide areas are currently stable, seepage from the reservoir into the presently 
unsaturated basalts and interbedded sediments would increase pore pressures 
within those materials and would likely reactivate some of those slides as well as 
initiate new landslides along the reservoir rim and dam abutments." 
 
The Bureau of Reclamation's Appraisal Assessment of Geology at Black Rock 
Damsite, Technical Series No. TS-YSS-5 (December 2004) states on page 32:  
 
"This high level of shaking leads to the potential of causing lower density 
embankment or foundation saturated soils to experience liquefaction, which is 
essentially a loss of strength that can result in large slope failures." 
 
This statement should have been included in the EIS and been easily available to 
the public and not lost in a supporting document.  
 
The above sited report provides photographs of Horsethief Mountain which 
indicate the location of some of the landslides, but the photos only vaguely 
indicate where the dam would abut the mountain. These photographs should have 
been included in the feasibility study report. The report does not provide a 
detailed diagram of the proposed dam.  We are provided with a very small 
diagram of the intake structure at Priest Rapids Dam but no drawings of the dam 
are offered for our review. The report again is severely deficient in this respect.  
The report should provide detailed diagrams of the dam, and its relationship to 
Horsethief Mountain and the faults.  These diagrams should provide views across 
the face of the dam, a cross section of the dam and an aerial view of the dam and 
Horsethief Mountain. 
 
The above sited geology report also states on page 35 concerning the design of the 
dam: 
 
"Large site investigation and materials testing programs will be needed to ensure 
the site conditions are well understood.  Detailed analyses will be critical to 



ensure a safe design is developed.  In addition to these measures, such a design 
would need to be independently reviewed by an expert board of consultants." 
 
The EIS does not indicate if the dam design was ever reviewed by an "expert 
board of consultants".  We feel it is absolutely essential that this independent 
expert review be completed and included in a new draft EIS. Once again the draft 
EIS fails to include critical information. The EIS should be revised, expanded and 
reissued as a draft.  
 
Columbia River Water Withdrawal: 
 
The report is confusing and inconsistent as to the volume of water to be 
withdrawn from the Columbia River.   
 
The draft EIS states on page 2-40: 
 
"In years when the maximum water exchange occurs, Black Rock reservoir would 
release a total of about 600,000 acre feet annually." 
 
Table 2.19 indicates the average water pumped into Black Rock at 640,693 acre 
feet annually, with a maximum of 1,077,510 acre feet.  The table predicts the 
annual amounts that would be pumped over a 25 year period.  Two of those years 
would pump over 1,000,000 acre feet, five of those years would pump between 
730,000 and 1,000,000 acre feet and nine years the total would be between 18,000 
and 730,000 acre feet annually.  
 
The Bureau of Reclamation's Appraisal assessment of the Black Rock Alternative 
Facilities and Field Cost Estimates, Technical Series No. TS-YSS-2 states in 
Table 1, the water exchange in wet and average years at 810,400 acre feet and 
662,000 acre feet in dry years.   
 
Clearly, the maximum water exchange exceeds 600,000 acre feet.The report must 
be consistent in this vital respect. Once again the report does not meet the NEPA 
standard for an EIS. 
 
Columbia River / Hanford Reach Impacts: 
 
The report only vaguely alludes to the impacts of withdrawing water from the 
Columbia River above Priest Rapids dam.  The Columbia's Hanford Reach lies 
just below Priest Rapids dam and above the confluence of the Yakima and 
Columbia Rivers.  The Hanford Reach contains the very best spawning grounds 
on the main stem of the Columbia River and adequate water flows are absolutely 
critical to the successful spawning, rearing and passage of these fish.  
 
The Black Rock project would withdraw, on average 396,847 acre feet of water 
from the Columbia at Priest Rapids dam in September and October.  This is 62% 



of the average annual withdrawal according to Table 2.19.  The project would 
divert this water from the Hanford Reach at the most critical time for spawning 
and exactly when flows are significantly declining.  The report must provide 
detailed information as to the anticipated impact these withdrawals will have on 
the Reach.  
 
The report should also acknowledge that three additional off channel storage 
reservoirs for Columbia River water above Priest Rapids are in the planning 
stage.  What would the cumulative impact to the Hanford Reach be from all  
these projects?  
 
Fish - False Attraction: 
 
We have great concerns over the mixing of Columbia and Yakima River waters 
and the confusion it could cause migrating fish.  
 
The report states Columbia River water entering the Yakima River from the 
project would range from .34% to 1.62% which is well under the 10% threshold 
laboratory experiments have indicated sockeye salmon can tolerate before 
discriminating between water sources.  This is encouraging but we feel more 
testing should be done using Columbia and Yakima water on migrating fish 
native to these streams.   
 
We recommend that feasibility studies be conducted to determine if Black Rock 
project waters from the Columbia Rivers could be diverted to create wetlands and 
completely avoid entering the Yakima River.  These wetlands could be very 
beneficial to fish and wildlife and provide recreational opportunities. 
 
Wildlife: 
 
The wildlife section of the report quotes numerous studies but does not indicate if 
any on the ground wildlife and native plant surveys were done specifically for this 
project by Interior Department biologists. The report should be clear on this point 
and if these surveys were not done, they should be and the results published in a 
new revised draft EIS.   
 
The project would disrupt wildlife migration between the Hanford Reach National 
Monument and Yakima Firing Center and extending on to the Cascades.  Land 
should be acquired linking the Yakima Firing Center to the Hanford Reach 
National Monument along the Columbia River.  These lands should be added to 
the Hanford Reach National Monument.  A second wildlife corridor should be 
established along the Rattlesnake Hills to assist wildlife in their movement.  
 
The reservoir as designed would be of minimal value to fish and wildlife.  The 
Black Rock reservoir should be redesigned to include a number of dikes, gates 
and pumps to maintain shallow wetlands as the reservoir is drawn down during 



the irrigation season.  These wetlands would be beneficial to fish, wildlife and 
migratory birds.  Maintaining these wetlands would enhance the scenic view as 
well as fishing and hunting opportunities.    
 
Recreation: 
 
The report foresees Black Rock Reservoir as a sportsman's paradise and outdoor 
recreation Mecca.  The 8,640 acre lake and narrow band of shoreline that would 
be acquired are expected to attract boat and shore fishing, swimming, picnicking, 
water skiing, jet skiing, hiking, wildlife viewing, horseback riding and off road 
vehicles.  The report estimates annual visitor days starting at 200,000 and quickly 
climbing to 700,000.  We believe these projections are grossly exaggerated.   
 
The report includes a recreational survey of existing lake and river recreational 
opportunities in the Yakima basin. These recreational opportunities are 
concentrated in the Cascade Mountains and have little in common with Black 
Reservoir which would be located in a treeless semi-arid area.  The recreation 
report indicates the annual visitor count for the seven lakes and five rivers in the 
Yakima basin survey at only 108,012.  It is hard to conceive how the construction 
of an 8,640 acre lake in an area with summer temperatures climbing to 110 
degrees would attract seven times the current number of visitors in the study area. 
 
The report foresees 245,000 annual fishing days per year.  Black Rock, as 
designed, would be deep and have steep slopes and virtually no shallow wetlands 
so critical to fish.  We believe the potential for developing an attractive fishery in 
the reservoir are very small.  
 
The report forecasts 175,000 boat fishing visitor days and 175,000 water skiing 
and jet skiing visitor days.  We believe the lake is far too small to support this 
number of boats, particularly when we take into consideration that the lake 
surface will shrink as the irrigation season progresses.  The shrinking lake surface 
and steep slopes will also leave boat launches and docks high and dry. 
 
The report and survey ignores other recreational facilities virtually on the 
doorstep of Black Rock such as the Hanford Reach, Lake Wallula, Priest Rapids 
Lake, Moses Lake, the Columbia National Wildlife Refuge, Scooteney Lake, 
Potholes reservoir and the many parks along the Lower Snake River. We already 
have an abundance of slake water reservoirs which are far from being over 
crowded. Desert Aire, a small vacation community located at Priest Rapids dam 
has struggled to survive for many years and has never attracted the visitors 
predicted for Black Rock.   
 
Electrical Supply Impacts: 
 
The draft EIS's Table 4.12 portrays the costs and volume of electrical power 
required to pump water into Black Rock reservoir.  The electrical costs are 



estimated to range from $33 to $93 million per year with an average of $50 
million.  The report does not indicate what price rate these estimates are based on.  
We requested this information and were unable to secure an answer.  We fear the 
rate is a highly discounted bulk rate fare below that paid by residents, businesses 
and irrigators.  Rate information is a critical component in determining the true 
costs of the pumping operation and must be available for public comment. 
 
The majority of the annual pumping will be done in September and October, 
when Columbia and Yakima River flows are declining.  The table shows that on 
average 511 MW and 430 MW will be required in September and October 
respectively.  How will this impact the supply of electricity available to other 
consumers?  We must remember that the 396,847 acre feet of water pumped out 
of the Columbia during September and October to begin refilling Black Rock will 
not be available to generate electricity at Priest Rapids dam or the four other dams 
downriver.  The market value of this foregone power generation should be 
computed in the actual cost of the project as well as the cost benefit ratio.   
 
How will the large consumption of power in September and October for pumping 
coupled with the associated lost power generation impact the supply of 
electricity?  Will this require BPA to buy expensive power out of the area, 
driving up the rates paid by local consumers.  
 
Table 4.12 shows the average annual power required to supply Black Rock at 
132 MW.  The table also gives the average monthly power required for each of 
the twelve months.  The total average MW for the twelve months listed on the 
table is 1649 MW's.  How can the sum of the monthly averages be so many times 
higher than the annual average?  It is hard to understand how the table could list 
the annual average at 132 MW when the monthly average for September is 511 
MW and 430 for October.  Obviously the table is in error.  The table provides 
critical information and should be corrected and included in a new draft EIS and 
submitted to public review.   
 
Cultural Impacts: 
 
We are concerned that sufficient research and field study has not been done on 
historic properties and Native American sacred sites.  Table ES.6 in the draft EIS 
states under Historic Properties and Indian Sacred Sites indicates that the number 
of properties and sites is "unknown".  This is unacceptable.  The presence of 
Sacred Sites can and rightly should bring a multi billion dollar project to a 
screaming stop.  The question of impacts to historic and sacred sites must be 
answered and provided in the draft EIS.  Once again critical information is 
missing and a new draft EIS must be done and submitted for public review. 
 
Inadequacy of EIS: 
 
It should be noted that the Bureau of Reclamation's Yakima River Basin 



Reservoir and River Recreation Survey Report of Findings, Technical Series 
No TS-YSS-15 describes the Yakima River basin as encompassing Benton, 
Franklin,Yakima and Kittitas counties.  It should be noted that Franklin County is 
east of the Columbia River and not in the Yakima Basin. Figure 4.11 on page 
4-60 of the draft EIS portrays a map of the Yakima basin.  The Figure erroneously 
places the Horn Rapids Irrigation Pump on the Columbia River and not its true 
location on the Yakima River. These are insignificant errors but they dampen our 
faith in the accuracy of the reports. 
 
In view of the lack of information, pending reports and conflicting information 
contained in the study, we strongly recommend that the report be reviewed by an 
independent body of experts such as the National Academy of Science and a new 
draft EIS be developed and submitted for public review. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
We recommend that the Black Rock project be dropped from further 
consideration. 
 
The cost / benefit ratio of .16 to 1 is totally unacceptable and renders the project 
financially unsound. We believe that when costs of foregone power generation 
due to water diversions, scaling back recreational benefits projections to a 
reasonable level and the costs of attempting to prevent ground water incursion 
onto the Hanford Reservation are figured into the equation the cost / benefit ratio 
will drop far below the present .16 to 1. 
 
We believe the impacts to migratory fish using the Hanford Reach alone make 
this project unacceptable. 
 
Most importantly we believe the geological conditions at Black Rock coupled 
with the problem of ground water incursion on Hanford render the project unsafe.  
We do not believe these conditions can be fixed or mitigated.  You can not fix a 
fault line and we are dealing with two fault lines on this project.  The threat of 
major earthquakes is high.  Horsethief Mountain, the critical right abutment of the 
dam is very unstable and prone to liquefaction which means we could completely 
loose Horsethief Mountain during an earthquake releasing the entire reservoir in a 
massive wave across Hanford.  The threat of 30,000 or more acre feet of ground 
water per year pushing, building and forcing contaminated ground water under 
Hanford into the Columbia River is also unacceptable.   
 
In spite of all this, if the decision is made to pursue the Black Rock project we 
recommend the following: 
 

1. The current draft EIS is unacceptable, it must be redone and reissued to 
the public for comment. 

 



2. Convene a group of third party, disinterested experts, such as the National 
Academy of Science to thoroughly peer review the draft EIS. 

 
3. State and federal legislation must be passed granting a water right to fish 

for the 440,000 acre feet of water the project supposedly will leave in the 
Yakima River for fish.  The water right should be held in trust by the US 
Fish & Wildlife Service, US Marine Fisheries Service and Washington 
Department of Fish & Wildlife. 

 
4. Establish wetlands to prevent the mixture of Columbia & Yakima River 

waters entering the Yakima River. 
 

5. Establish dikes, flood gates and pumps to maintain shallow wetlands in the 
reservoir as irrigation draws down the reservoir water level. 

 
6. Fully mitigate impacts to the Hanford Reach by increasing Columbia 

River flows to compensate for water diverted to Black Rock.  
 
Alternatives: 
 
What would we propose doing to manage water in the Yakima basin if the Black 
Rock project were dropped? 
 
First of all the objective of Black Rock is not to expand irrigation in the lower 
Yakima valley but to increase Yakima River flows and provide a minimum of 
70% of the water commitments in dry years - which have been found to be 
around 6 out of every 25 years. 
 
We recommend studying the possibility of diverting water out of the Yakima 
River during the high spring runoff into artificially constructed wetlands along the 
Yakima River.  Allow these waters to gradually seep into the aquifer, storing 
them as ground water, far from Hanford.  These waters could then be tapped in 
dry years by pumps managed by the Bureau of Reclamation.  Based on past 
history we would have 19 out of every 25 years to build up our ground water 
supply and then only tap it in dry years by carefully managed wells.  
 
The wetlands created by these diversions would be extremely valuable to fish 
and wildlife and provide recreational opportunities far superior to those 
envisioned at Black Rock. 
 
This alternative would be far cheaper to construct and use only a fraction of the 
electrical power Black Rock would require.  
 
We also believe an insurance or subsidy system should be in place to compensate 
Yakima valley farmers growing annual crops thus enabling them to let their fields 
lay fallow during drought years while concentrating the available water on 



permanent crops such as orchards and vineyards.  
 
We also recommend pursuing water conservation and refitting irrigation systems 
to use the available water as effectively as possible.  
 
We believe these measures could provide the water needed by fish, wildlife, 
agriculture and urban communities in the right amount at the right time.  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on these reports.  We appreciate the 
hard work you and your staff have done over many months to produce the report. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Richard J. Leaumont  
Chair 
Conservation Committee 
  
 
CC: jtrumbo@tricityherald.com
 

 



 
 
308 NE 124th Avenue 
Vancouver, WA  98684 
March 28, 2008 
 
David Kaumhelmer 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Upper Columbia Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, WA  98901-2058 
 
Dear Mr. Kaumhelmer: 
 
The Vancouver Audubon Society, along with our sister Audubon chapters in 
Washington, are concerned about the proposed Black Rock Reservoir.  Our 
concern is for the wildlife and the fish in the area.   
 
The Black Rock Reservoir would block movement of wildlife between the National 
Hanford Monument and the Yakima Firing Range.  Providing migrating corridors 
for wildlife is greatly important to allow for genetic mixing and keeping 
wildlife populations strong.  Cutting off a migration corridor is likely to 
lead to the eventual decline of wildlife populations. 
 
The salmon may be at greater risk.  Additional water should not be pumped from 
the Columbia in dry years. The Hanford Reach fall Chinook salmon is a valuable 
stock as it represents the only mainstem spawning Chinook left in the Columbia 
Basin.  Any possibility of dewatering the redds of the fall Chinook would 
jeopardize that population.  In addition, salmon migration depends on chemical 
cues in the water from their natal streams.  If water from one river is 
transferred to another, it could confuse the returning adults, causing them to 
migrate up the wrong stream. 
 
Additional water cannot be produced.  It can only be shoved from area to 
another.  Or prevented form flowing downstream in one season (winter and 
spring) to be released to flow downstream in another season (summer and fall). 
 There is only so much water available in the Columbia.  A lot of demands are 
placed on the Columbia and its tributaries: hydropower, transportation, 
irrigation, and providing for fish.  We may be at the point that the Columbia 
cannot provide for any more water use without jeopardizing another use.  Fish 
are likely to be the greatest loser if the Columbia becomes over-allocated.  
If we are facing greater droughts as a result of global warming, we must 
encourage conservation, not encourage greater use.  The question of whether or 
not the farmers in the Yakima Basin are using water in the most efficient 
manner must be addressed before even considering using more Columbia River 
water, either directly or indirectly.  The Vancouver Audubon Society opposes 
the building of the Black Water Reservoir. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Gretchen Starke 
Conservation Chair, 
Vancouver Audubon Society 



David Kaumheimer 
Environmental Programs Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 Marsh Road 
Yakima, Washington 98901-2058 
 
SUBJECT:  YAKIMA STORAGE STUDY, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
                   STATEMENT 
 
Dear Mr. Kaumheimer: 
 
I have the following comments concerning the Draft EIS for the Yakima Storage Study 
 
First of all, this “study” does not meet the standards of a true Environmental Impact Study.  It 
does not address concerns regarding affects on migrating salmon.  It appears that you are 
mixing Yakima and Columbia River waters, which will confuse the fish.  Your greatest drawdown 
of Columbia River water is in September and October, during the major migration of salmon.  
This will be disastrous to our fish. 
 
In the paragraph “Large Dam Height,” it states that the “design would need to be independently 
reviewed by an expert board of consultants.”  Why has this not been done and included in the 
study?  Why have you not waited until the Department of Energy completes their study on the 
effects of increased ground water seepage which would move contamination to the Columbia 
River?  This would be a catastrophic event that could not be cured.  It must be prevented! 
 
I also have concerns about the geology of the dam placement.  You are planning to build on a 
trust fault in an earthquake zone and against a landslide prone Horse thief Mountain.  It may be 
stable now, but what happens when a great deal of water of applied? 
 
This project will consume vast amounts of electricity and produce none.  Who pays for this?  We 
taxpayers?  As for “recreational” aspects, what mountain lake, with forests on the banks, did you 
use as your picture for the “….River Recreation Survey Report of Findings?”  Most of the 
summer, there will be only mudflats shown on the banks.  That is not very appealing.  If this is a 
real estate developers dream, they should pay to build and operate it.  I certainly don’t want my 
taxes creating profits for the real estate industry! 
 
Finally, I am appalled that you spent 18 million dollars to prepare and produce this Feasibility 
document (IT IS NOT AN EIS)  that does not justify the $4 billion cost to benefit very few.  Wise 
management of water supplies will provide for the farmers to produce needed crops. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments.  Please add me to the list to receive USBR’s final EIS 
and decision in this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charlotte Reep    March 28, 2008 
8205 Sunset Lane; Pasco, WA 99301  

 
 



From:  Nancy and Richard Rust <ndrust@comcast.net> 
To: <storagestudy@pn.usbr.gov> 
Date:  Fri, Mar 28, 2008  9:10 PM 
Subject:  Black Rock Dam 
 
There are lots of reasons why the Black Rock Dam should not be   
built.  I thought we had decided against it years ago. 
 
The facts are there: 
 
 It would be built on unstable geology, on a fault and subject to   
earthquake damage. 
 There would be a threat to the nuclear reservation if it should fail. 
 There would be a drain on energy needed elsewhere as water is pumped   
from the Columbia. 
 Water in the Columbia is already spoken for. 
 It would be a bad use of taxpayers dollars.  Studies have shown it   
would yield $0.16 on the dollar. 
 
Why are we still talking about it?  Because someone ones to build a   
resort?  It that supposed to pay for it?  If so that's voodoo economics. 
 
Please stop subsidizing water.  Conserve instead! 
 
Nancy Rust 
18747 Ridgefield Rd NW 
Shoreline WA 98177 
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